
 

 

TEACHING PLANNING-- 

 

A HIDDEN VERTEBRA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

 

ELLA SHOVAL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the  

requirements for the degree of 

 

 

 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

in 

EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP: 

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

 

 

 

 

Portland State University 

©1998 

 



 

 

PREFACE 

 

 

 

 הוא היה אומר כל שמעשיו מרובין מחכמתו 

 חוכמתו מתקיימת. וכל שחכמתו מרובה ממעשיו

 (7אין חכמתו מתקיימת שנאמר נעשה ונשמע )שמות כ"ד 

 )אבות דרבי נתן, פכ"ב(

 

 

HE USED TO SAY: HE WHOSE WORKS EXCEED 

HIS WISDOM, ITS WISDOM SHALL ENDURE;  

BUT HE WHOSE WISDOM EXCEEDS HIS WORKS,  

HIS WISDOM SHALL NOT ENDURE: 

as it is said, We will do and study (thereafter) (Exodus     

24:7). (The Fathers: According to Rabbi Nathan, p. 99) 

 

 

The story from Exodus 24:7 takes place just after Moses has come down from 

Mt. Sinai. God has given him the rules and commands for the people of Israel, and he 

has read them aloud. The response of the people of Israel according to the Hebrew 

Bible, was: “we will do and study.” Many interpreters wondered why the people 

promised to first “do” and then “study.” One would think that studying the rules and 

commands would preclude “doing” them.   

 Reading Rabbi Nathan’s interpretation, I realize in what way teachers’ work is 

important for the wisdom of curriculum and how the wisdom of a curriculum cannot 

endure without significant interaction with the teachers’ work. 



 

 

ABSTRACT 

 

 

An abstract of the dissertation of Ella Shoval for the Doctor of Education in 

Educational Leadership presented October 16, 1998. 

 

Title: Teaching Planning--A Hidden Vertebra 

 

 This study is a conceptual analysis of the link between curriculum and 

teaching, focusing on the place where theory and practice meet. 

 A review and analysis of literature from the curriculum perspective and 

teaching perspective reveals that there is a discrepancy in the understanding of 

curriculum and teaching. Teaching planning has qualities that can bring the two 

together, but it is hidden and these qualities are not revealed in the current concept of 

the link.  

 As a consequence, two questions are central to this study: 

1. What are the difficulties in the current concept of the link between curriculum 

and teaching? 

2. Is another concept possible that could offer a more effective link between   

    curriculum and teaching? 
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In order to answer the first question, an analysis of absence is conducted. 

Analysis of absence is a research tool examining a thought process by constructing an 

alternative concept and comparing it to the current concept.  

The thought examinations deal with: Oregon State curriculum policy, 

particular curriculum materials--Visual Mathematics, and four different approaches to 

instructional supervision. 

The detailed analysis of the three thought examinations raises four common 

difficulties: misguided expectations of teachers, messages of distrust sent to teachers, 

lack of meaningful dialogue with teachers, and unresolved tension between society and 

learners. This helps explain why educational reform by changing curriculum does not 

work at the teaching level. 

An alternative concept of the link between curriculum and teaching is offered 

as an answer to the second question of this study and an attempt to resolve the 

difficulties. Teaching planning acting as a vertebra between curriculum and actual 

teaching, has the potential to influence both of them. In order to fulfill this potential, 

this study offers alternative expectations and actions. 

To examine the alternative concept of the link between curriculum and 

teaching in practice, this study proposes a center for teaching planning--a place where 

the alternative concept of the link can be experienced and tested. 
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CHAPTER I 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background 

 

 

 This dissertation evolved from a modest attempt to conduct an experiment on 

the question: what do teachers need to learn in order to be able to plan their 

instruction? As an educator of teachers, I know how difficult planning is for pre-

service as well as in-service teachers who start with new curriculum. Also, I know how 

few teachers plan and how little of their planning is in written form. The idea came to 

me that it would be worthwhile to search for a feasible suggestion for how to plan and 

how to educate teachers to plan.  

 In my mother tongue, Hebrew, there is a special term for planning that is 

written for teachers, usually by individual teachers themselves. The term is úëðåï 

äåøàä (tichnun hora’ah), which literally means the planning of teaching. This term is 

different from úëðåï ìéîåãéí (tichnun limudim) which means the planning of learning 

content and is used more or less as a translation of the term curriculum planning.  

 While searching for an accurate term for the planning of the teaching in 

American professional literature, I found the terms lesson planning and curriculum 

planning. Also, I found elements of planning in reflective teaching. Yet, I could not  
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find a specific term that fully reflects teaching planning. Furthermore, after the 1970’s, 

it is difficult even in the Hebrew literature to find a meaningful use for the difference 

between the two aforementioned terms. 

The term “teaching planning” has been coined in this study to refer to the 

planning of the teaching as a unique and significant concept, different from other kinds 

of planning in education. 

Looking at the literature on curriculum and teaching, I could not find 

substantial amounts of research dealing with reasons for teachers to plan their work. 

Clark and Peterson (1986) published a review of literature in the Handbook of 

Research on Teaching, titled “Teachers’ Thought Processes.” In this article, they 

included a section on teacher planning. This section deals mostly with reports on the 

planning phenomenon and does not bring meaningful theories nor broad experiments 

to examine the significance of planning for the quality of teaching. In any case, 

research literature on teacher planning seems to end in 1982. From then on, research 

literature primarily deals with teachers’ thought as a reflection of their actual teaching 

and rarely discusses planning. 

After realizing how dispensable teaching planning is, I asked myself: is the 

study of this type of planning unnecessary? 

 In order to answer this question, I went back to the literature to see what 

replaced planning in thinking about the link between curriculum and teaching. I found 

four main propositions in the research literature. First, teaching planning is present, but 

only partially, in a hidden way, and without powerful meaning. Second, the curriculum 
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perspective on teaching and the teaching perspective on curriculum do not agree with 

each other. While the teaching perspective relates to curriculum as a marginal factor, 

the curriculum perspective relates to teaching as the implementation of curriculum. 

Third, an attempt to bridge curriculum with teaching in the existing theories leads to 

inherent difficulties such as how to connect the theoretical dimension with the 

practical. Fourth, teaching planning, intending to be the teachers’ bridge between 

curriculum and their own teaching, cannot have an apparent place because of the 

discrepancy between theoretical perspectives of curriculum and teaching. 

These propositions, to be discussed broadly in the review and analysis of the 

literature, brought me to the conclusion that there is not a theoretical basis to examine 

the practical matter of searching for an optimal and feasible way to plan, nor of 

searching for ways to educate teachers to plan. There are theoretical questions to be 

asked prior to a practical examination of teaching planning, such as: what is the 

meaning of teaching planning for teaching and curriculum? Is it possible to offer a 

concept that creates a link between a curriculum perspective and a teaching 

perspective? How does teaching planning fit in this concept? 

This theoretical study is an attempt to define a conceptual analysis of teaching 

planning as well as establish an effective link between curriculum as one vertebra of a 

backbone, and teaching as another vertebra of the same backbone. For the purpose of 

having a common language, the following definitions are given and are used without 

explanation or literature background up to the point of conceptual analysis:  
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Curriculum means the way society’s knowledge in general and society’s 

intentions for education in particular, are formed and planned in the educational 

process. This is a curriculum developers’ work to improve teaching work.  

Teaching is the process through which a person--the teacher--takes responsible 

involvement for a particular classroom of learners, enabling mediation between them 

and the knowledge of society.  

A central concept mediating these two concepts is teaching planning. Teaching 

planning is the thinking process for decision making. It is done by persons who take 

responsibility for the learning of other people. It is a filtering process of passing the 

knowledge of a society to learners in the same society. It is a written means. It is a plan 

of a particular teacher for his or her particular class. It includes long-range as well as 

short-range preparation with a cyclic link between them. It is the initial step in the 

teaching process and includes data from actual teaching as part of the thinking. 

 In spite of the fact that there is a general agreement among education 

specialists--theoreticians as well as practitioners--about the inevitable link between 

curriculum and teaching, there is neglect of the discussion about how the link can 

work effectively. 

 Teachers usually plan lessons by deciding what actions to take and what 

materials to use (Clark & Yinger, 1979). They do this by creating a mental image of 

what they expect to happen during particular lessons (Morine-Dershimer, 1979). This 

imaging process is formed in their minds without evidence of written planning. They 

seldom look at the variety of options to consider from the whole picture (Smith & 
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Sendelbach, 1979). Those research findings show how far actual teaching planning is 

from the definition of teaching planning just presented. 

 However, having the understanding of the need to link curriculum and 

teaching, professionals, such as school administrators and supervisors, generally see 

the concept of teaching planning as an implicitly assumed part of the teaching work 

(Glatthorn, 1990). 

Also, pre-service teachers often complain about receiving mixed signals. Their 

advisors emphasize the importance of written planning, while teachers at the schools 

underrate planning, seeing the request for planning as a waste of time and evidence 

that academic professionals are disconnected from the “real difficulties of the field.” 

Feiman-Nemser and Buchman (1989) call this conflict between teacher education and 

the reality of schools a “two worlds’ pitfall.” It seems that there is a discrepancy 

between the ideal understanding of what teaching should be and the way teaching 

actually operates. 

In addition, the review of educational literature reveals that there is a critical 

difference between the perspective on curriculum and the perspective on teaching. 

Curriculum literature usually perceives teachers as workers who are supposed to 

implement a given plan--the curriculum plan. Teaching literature usually focuses on 

the actual work in the classroom without acknowledging the teachers’ required use of 

curriculum or the need for planning as a step of linking the curriculum to their 

personal teaching.  
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 It is not that the professionals do not see the discrepancy between curriculum 

and teaching, but usually they prefer to see the discrepancy as an unavoidable part of 

education (Lamm, 1973). Is this acceptable? Is this discrepancy not the reason for 

many of the difficulties surrounding educational reform efforts? Is it not the cause of 

the situation in which policy makers or curriculum developers try to reform by offering 

new curricula, but the teachers implement them only partially, if at all? After all, how 

can teachers implement something that is unconnected to what they do?  

 Recently, some researchers (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Cohen & Ball, 1990a) have 

suggested that an effective link between curriculum and teaching is not a simple thing 

to achieve and there is a need to try to improve the effectiveness of the link. Their 

suggestions continue to be based on the same conception that has created the 

discrepancy. 

 This dissertation argues instead, that the current conceptual understanding of 

the link between curriculum and teaching and the concealment of the teaching 

planning concept does not lead to improvement of teaching work and there is a need 

for an alternative conceptual framework.  

 In order to better understand the intention of this study, the following analogy 

from the natural sciences research is laid out: Mars, as observed from Earth, appears to 

move forward in the sky and then it moves backwards. This phenomenon was 

confusing and it was impossible to explain at a time when the earth was seen as the 

center of the universe, with planets moving in circular orbits around it. A change in 

conception was crucial. Seeing the earth as orbiting the sun and discovering that the 
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planets move in elliptical orbits as well was necessary in order to explain the 

retrograde motion of Mars. Similarly, offering alternatives to the existing conception 

of the link between curriculum and teaching and analyzing the concept of teaching 

planning is crucial in order to offer a new process for the link between curriculum and 

teaching. 

 This study argues that the current concept holds an unsettled discrepancy 

between curriculum and teaching. Teaching planning can serve as a meaningful 

vertebra linking curriculum and teaching. It analyzes how teaching planning by being 

hidden, influences the understanding and the quality of curriculum and teaching. It 

offers a new connection for linking curriculum and teaching, a concept using teaching 

planning as an apparent central vertebra. Also, it theoretically examines how a new 

concept can influence the understanding and the quality of curriculum and teaching. 

Limitations 

 

 

 This study relates to the educational process in the formal public educational 

framework. Learners are considered to be children who are sent to schools; teaching 

happens in a context of a classroom; and curriculum is society’s intentions to mandate 

the educational process of schools in one way or another. 

 The study does not include an historical overview or evaluation of a process in 

broad cultural perspective. Rather, the study examines literature of the last half century 

as one open continuous discussion. An historical and cultural overview could be 

helpful in identifying the reasons for the formation of the discrepancy between 
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curriculum and teaching and for relegating teaching planning to become a marginal 

concept in teaching.  

 Nevertheless, the justification for not bringing up historical and cultural 

arguments is that it would demand a whole dissertation by itself. It is my bias that 

freezing the moment and reflecting on the current thinking leads to meaningful 

understanding of the current practical options. 

 This study focuses on the theoretical-conceptual dimension, and takes into 

consideration a broad literature background, which is a limitation by itself. This is a 

consequence of the attempt to re-conceptualize a pivotal concept in the link between 

two broad areas--curriculum and teaching. 

 The study also does not include direct examination of the practical field of 

education. It only relates to the practical as presented in the literature. There are some 

justifications for focusing on the theoretical-conceptual dimension and neglecting the 

practical one. First, practical teaching and curriculum planning use theoretical 

understandings for their advancement (Kauchak & Eggen, 1993), so the priority is to 

improve this dimension as a first step. Second, I believe that existing, practical 

education is stuck in its attempt to develop constructive relationships between 

curriculum and teaching. If so, searching for the existing phenomenology of practical 

education cannot help. Third, the existence of a rich literature integrating research and 

practical experience offers a link with the practical world of education. Fourth, this 

study is only the first step in a long voyage. The next steps should be to implement the 
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alternative concept in a controlled educational environment and investigate the 

practical findings. 

Process and Methodology 

 

 

This is a modern, deductive study by the fact that it is a conceptual study 

understood to be a basis for future practice. However, this study also has elements 

beyond modernism. It critiques commonly accepted ways of thinking about curriculum 

and teaching and offers to re-think the whole issue from its roots without accepting the 

modern approach of isolating curriculum as a plan, from teaching as a practice.  

Translation of theory and research of education to everyday practice in schools 

has not had high priority in modern study (Weinert, 1997). This study tries to examine 

the different theories on teaching and curriculum when they meet in practice. It adapts 

Schwab’s (1970) approach that theory of education has to develop hand in hand while 

taking the characteristics and limitations of practice into consideration. 

The intention to concentrate on the translation of theory to practice influences 

the structure of this study to be different from the common structure of modern 

studies. The literature review includes not only a review of present theory but also an 

analysis of the practicality of solving the difficulty in the theory. Also, the study 

includes a broad analysis of different thoughts that attempt to show the difficulty in 

practice. This difficulty has significant importance when considering the alternative 

concept for future practice.   
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 In order to carry out the steps for the content presented above, this study 

consists of four interrelated methodological issues. First, a theoretical framework for 

the arguments is laid out. Second, the nature of conceptual analysis as the central mode 

of inquiry for the theoretical framework is explored. Third, the role of the thought 

examination as examples is given. Fourth, the analysis of absence as the research tool 

for conceptual analysis is introduced. 

Theoretical Framework 

Theory can be pure philosophy or can take the tools of philosophy and use 

them to further understand a practice (Howard, 1992). Pure theory is developed in a 

rational-abstract mode of thinking; for example, in Green’s (1971) work “A typology 

of the teaching concept,” he attempts to define the concept of teaching by laying out 

the rules and principles of teaching. Theoretical work for practical purposes uses the 

rational-abstract mode for examining practical issues. For example, see Schwab’s 

(1970) work on the relationship between curriculum thinking and the practical 

difficulties in implementing curriculum.  

The process of theorizing about practice is a challenge of bringing together 

ideal principles and real conditions. The criterion for judging the quality of theoretical-

practical work is not only an evaluation of the quality of the rational process, it is also 

an examination of the distance between ideal and real. For example, individualized 

instruction which strives to teach each student in a classroom according to his or her 

characteristics and needs, is a questionable theory, not because of lack of rational 
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process but because of the distance between the ideal--giving each child full support--

and the real--having one teacher responsible for 30 students at once. 

 This study is an attempt at being a theoretical-practical work, by trying to 

maintain a rational process, but at the same time working hard to close the distance 

between theory and practice. The questions which gave birth to this dissertation 

emerged from personal, practical experiences. The formulation of the problem and the 

arguments of this dissertation emerge from theory. Throughout this study, mutual 

connections between the theoretical framework and practical thinking are developed. 

 The theoretical writing of this work is especially challenging because literature 

on the theoretical arguments of teaching planning is limited. There is no explicit 

concept of teaching planning, nor is there an appreciation for the need to find links 

between curriculum and teaching. In addition, the traditional approach to research 

involves isolating variables in a narrow, well-defined field; thus research on teaching 

rarely touches other fields, such as curriculum. Curriculum is based on theory, but this 

theory often has a philosophical political background, and rarely questions explicitly 

the way curriculum is related to teaching. In addition, literature on curriculum seldom 

uses empirical research for its arguments. 

 A solution for this challenge is offered later by the research tool--analysis of 

absence. 
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Conceptual Analysis 

 Conceptual analysis is one of many modes of theoretical inquiry, others being 

inquiries such as linguistics research (de Beaugrade & Dressler, 1981) biographical 

research (Denzin, 1997), and historical research (Husén, 1997). “Conceptual analysis 

gives framework and purposiveness to thinking that might otherwise meander 

indefinitely and purposelessly among the vast marshes of intellect and culture” 

(Wilson, 1966, p. ix). 

There are two interrelated conceptual analyses in this study: the analysis of a 

single concept, and the analysis of a set of concepts. The conceptual analysis of the 

single concept puts one concept at the center of the inquiry. An example of this type of 

conceptual analysis can be Ghourchian’s (1988) conceptual analysis of the hidden 

curriculum. Ghourchian’s work reflects the underpinnings of the hidden curriculum for 

enriching the theoretical and practical mindscapes of teachers, students, curriculum-

workers and others in the educational field. In this dissertation, the conceptual analysis 

of a single concept deals with teaching planning. It uses Wilson’s (1966) approach to 

conceptual analysis, including a frame of thinking for this concept and the meaning of 

this concept. 

The conceptual analysis of a set of concepts does not have a precise approach 

to follow, but uses examples such as MacDonald’s (1995) work “What counts as 

teaching science”? MacDonald’s work analyzes the concept of teaching and the 

concept of science to develop an analytic scheme to characterize and detect distinctive 

features of science teaching. In this study, the conceptual analysis of a set of concepts 
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examines the effectiveness of the link between the concept of curriculum and the 

concept of teaching, and attempts to determine the strengths and limitations of these 

links in the existing theories of education--Chapter II. The strengths and limitations of 

these links are explored from the practical side of education in Chapters V through 

VIII.  

 The conceptual analysis of curriculum-teaching concepts is similar to the 

linkage of vertebras in a backbone. The main strength of using vertebras as an analogy 

is to emphasize the comparison between the centrality of the backbone in the human 

body to the centrality of the link between curriculum and teaching in the educational 

theory. The curriculum-teaching vertebras are central to educational thinking, just as 

the backbone is central to the human body. The backbone provides structure for the 

posture while allowing flexibility for movement of the body. This structure includes a 

whole set of shock absorbers--discs, ligaments, and muscles. The link between 

curriculum and teaching also needs shock absorbers in order to enable change and 

movement within the educational setting. In addition, the movement of the body 

maintains the backbone’s vitality to enable the movement itself. In the same way, 

changes in curriculum and teaching maintain the vitality of the education process. 

 The main limitation of using backbone vertebras as an analogy for comparing 

the links between curriculum and teaching emerges from some differences in the 

characteristics and relationships between the backbone vertebra and curriculum-

teaching vertebras. While the different vertebras of the backbone each hold the body 

together in a similar way, the curriculum and teaching vertebras have different ways 
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and meanings for holding education together. While curriculum is harnessed by 

societal knowledge and develops thinking on how to pass it forward, teaching focuses 

on learners. Also, while curriculum uses the general, teaching uses the specific. In 

addition, teaching is the implementation of curriculum but curriculum is a kind of a 

policy for the teaching. 

When two vertebras are so different in their character and in the way they relate 

to each other, the conceptual analysis has to take that into consideration. This is the 

point when single conceptual analysis of teaching planning has the role of a vertebra 

linking curriculum and teaching and providing the shock absorbers for the difficulties 

in passing from curriculum to teaching and vice versa. 

The single conceptual analysis of teaching planning becomes one element in 

the conceptual analysis set of the link between curriculum and teaching, and together 

this concept of the link presents an alternative concept. At the center of this study 

stands the argument that teaching planning is a hidden vertebra in the existing 

curriculum-teaching concept of the link, and this situation is a cause for limitations in 

the ability to reform education and to improve teaching. The main purpose of this 

study is to construct an alternative concept of the link which includes teaching 

planning as integral part of the curriculum-teaching setting.  

The Three Thought Examinations 

 One of the aforementioned limitations is the breadth of this study. The three 

thought examinations come to provide a means for deepening the discussion and for 
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touching upon details that are important in understanding the need for teaching 

planning as a central vertebra. The three thought examinations are practical-thinking 

examples. They include thoughts that professionals present in relation to practical 

questions, such as: who are the ones to decide about a policy? How can instructional 

supervision become effective? How should particular curriculum planning be used 

effectively? etc.   

 Each of the thought examinations presents a different perspective of education 

that takes part in the link between curriculum and teaching and is influenced by the 

nature of the hidden vertebra of teaching planning. The first thought examination 

presented in Chapter V deals with curriculum policy and serves as an example of how 

difficulties are created for teaching when curriculum policy does not take teaching 

planning into consideration. The second thought examination in Chapter VI deals with 

how it is difficult to link particular curriculum planning to teaching when teaching 

planning is not part of the thinking. Finally, third thought examination in Chapter VII 

deals with an example from the organizational aspect of education. It analyzes the 

influence of teaching planning on the way instructional supervision is limited in its 

ability to work with teachers.  

Analysis of Absence 

 The main research tool of this dissertation is the analysis of absence--what the 

practical literature on curriculum and teaching does not contain. Every theoretical 

thinking focuses on a set of concepts and set of assumptions and excludes other 
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concepts and assumptions. The analysis of absence is a logical-thinking tool and 

comes to expose concepts or assumptions that were excluded from theoretical thinking 

and by that limits the potential of this theoretical thinking.  

 Analysis of absence is not a tool that I borrow from other research, but a tool 

that was developed through this writing. Chapter III includes a very detailed 

description of the analysis of absence. It presents the tool, explains the need for it, and 

introduces the practical steps to operate it. The tool is used in the analysis of the three 

thought examinations. Chapters V, VI and VII make use of the analysis of absence, 

each in a different thought examination. Analysis of absence operates a single concept 

analysis for the thought examinations. The analysis of absence makes it clear why 

there is a need for a different concept of the link, and what the important parts are of 

this concept. 

To conclude, Figure 1 illustrates the way the components of the methodology 

are interrelated to each other. The dissertation consists of a theoretical framework. The 

theoretical framework introduces three thought examinations to examine the theory. 

The theoretical framework uses a conceptual analysis mode of inquiry with two 

branches--single concept and set concept--in order to find the pitfalls of the existing 

conceptualization and to offer an alternative one. The main research tool, analysis of 

absence, connects between the conceptual analysis and the thought examinations. 
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        Theoretical Framework 

          Mode of inquiry                    Examination of theory 

 

         Conceptual Analysis                    Thought Examinations  

 

  Single              Set of                        Curriculum      Curriculum     Instructional 

           concept:           concepts:                  Policy          Materials        Supervision 

          teaching       link between 

          planning        curriculum  

         and teaching    

 

 

Research Tool 

 

           Analysis of Absence 
 

 

Figure 1. The relationships among the methodological components. 

 

The Content 

 

 

The steps in writing this study are laid out in the following chapters:  

Chapter I is an introduction including: background for raising the research 

problem; a brief description of the dissertation steps: content on one hand and process 

with methodology on the other hand. 

Chapter II presents a literature review from the teaching perspective and the 

curriculum perspective and creates a picture of the current concept of the link between 
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curriculum and teaching. It shows the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching 

and analyzes two examples to demonstrate the difficulties in coping with the 

discrepancy. The research questions are derived from this review and analysis of the 

literature. The last part introduces literature relating to teaching planning. It illustrates 

how in the literature the understanding of teaching planning is assimilated in the link 

between curriculum and teaching and becomes a hidden concept. 

Chapter III describes the analysis of absence--a methodology for examining the 

theoretical thinking. This chapter explains the frame of thinking for the research that is 

presented in Chapters IV through VIII. 

Chapter IV presents the conceptual analysis of teaching planning. This chapter 

presents an alternative concept--teaching planning--so it is possible later on to examine 

the influence of the absence of this concept in the literature on teaching and 

curriculum. 

Chapters V, VI and VII elaborate on three cases of practical thinking. The 

thought examinations are examples of the link between curriculum and teaching as 

they are enacted in three fields within education. The first thought examination--

Chapter V--analyzes Oregon State curriculum policy. It is an example of the link 

between curriculum and teaching from a policy perspective. The second thought 

examination--Chapter VI--analyzes curriculum materials for teachers. This is an 

example of the link between curriculum and teaching from the curriculum perspective 

and from the teaching perspective. The third thought examination--Chapter VII --
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analyzes different approaches to school supervision. This is an example of the link 

between curriculum and teaching from an organizational perspective. 

Chapter VIII summarizes the process and answers the question: what are the 

difficulties in the current concept of the link between curriculum and teaching? 

Chapter IX represents the alternative concept of the link: teaching planning at 

the center of thinking about the link between curriculum and actual teaching. It points 

out in detail how teaching planning might influence the quality of teaching and the 

understanding of what curriculum is. It brings principles of constructing teaching 

planning in the link between curriculum and teaching. In addition, the chapter goes 

back to see if the alternative concept of the link overcomes the difficulties in the 

current concept of the link. 

Chapter X summarizes the connections between theoretical framework and 

practical thinking, and then offers practical applications for the alternative concept of 

the link between curriculum and teaching. 



 

 

CHAPTER II 

 

 

THE PROBLEM--LITERATURE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS 

 

Introduction 

 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to reveal the current concept of the link between 

curriculum and teaching and to follow the way in which the questions of this study is 

derived from the literature. To accomplish this, a literature review and a literature 

analysis are conducted. 

Educational literature offers two parallel perspectives for researching 

curriculum and teaching. The first perspective considers teaching as a primary concept, 

making curriculum one factor among many others that influences teaching. The second 

perspective considers curriculum as a primary concept; thus teaching becomes 

curriculum in action (Silberstein, 1997).  

In actuality, the two perspectives relate to the same process--the link between 

curriculum and teaching. The existence of the two perspectives is a consequence of 

research processes that isolate variables according to the purpose of the research, and 

build models for thinking which become a capsule of one perspective. Research 

isolating teaching variables form the former perspective and research isolating 

curriculum variables form the latter.  
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Apparently, neither the teaching concept nor the curriculum concept exist 

independently. Teaching has cumulative influence on learners, due mostly to being a 

part of curriculum that has defined goals and priorities for teaching (Walker & Soltis, 

1992). Curriculum becomes meaningful when it is brought to life by being used in 

teaching. Yet, when exploring the literature of the two perspectives, the link between 

curriculum and teaching is not clearly present. There is not much literature that deals 

directly with the difficulty of making the connection between the two perspectives. 

When teaching specialists speak about improving teaching--the second 

perspective--they hardly mention the role of curriculum. When curriculum developers 

or administrators try to reform--change and improve teachers’ work by asking them to 

implement a new curriculum--they obviously assume that the teaching follows the 

curriculum (Fitzgerald & Bass, 1997). 

Literature that deals with reform in education reveals that changes rarely occur 

at the teaching level, as assumed by policy makers and curriculum developers (Cohen, 

1995; Knapp, 1997; Sarason, 1990; Stedman, 1997). 

Often teachers are described as the weak link in the failure to change--after all, 

curriculum developers invest so much energy, wisdom and professionalism in any new 

curriculum, that it seems as though everything is laid out for the teacher to implement 

(Goodlad, 1977).  

Some researchers explain the difficulty of educational reform in the embedded 

demands made on teachers to change their belief about what education is. Such 
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changes cause feelings of discomfort, distrust and frustration for teachers (Schifter & 

Fosnot, 1993).  

Anderson and Piazza (1996) note a list of barriers--personal and social--that 

bind teachers’ ability to reform. Reform requires teachers to change the system which 

they themselves are a product of, so in order to change, they need to learn and to 

develop beyond their basic education and indeed sometimes even in conflict with their 

existing knowledge. Another barrier is that teachers lack a deeper content knowledge 

of the new curriculum and an understanding that there is more than “one right 

answer.” Solving the lack of knowledge through textbooks undermines teachers’ 

professional judgment about what constitutes appropriate teaching. Standardized tests 

or supervisor evaluations bind those teachers who are not willing to make changes 

beyond those tests or their supervisors’ expectations. In addition, the goal of education 

is heteronomy--focusing on producing similar citizens--thereby sending a message 

against reform. 

Darling-Hammond (1997) argues that reforms do not succeed in attaining their 

educational goals because teachers do not know how to implement new curricula and 

the systems in which teachers work do not adequately support the teachers. “...[T]here 

are no policies that can improve schools if the people in them are not armed with the 

knowledge and skills they need” (p. 154). The solution according to Darling-

Hammond, goes through major reforms of teacher preparation and major restructuring 

of the systems which organize and support teacher work. 
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Sarason (1996) reasons that the weakness in reform implementation lies in the 

characteristics of school culture--how professionals perceive their world and how they 

function within the system. For example, when speaking about changing curriculum, 

the consideration of the need to change is over-simplified by saying that the present 

curriculum is antiquated and does not reflect newer or different ways of thinking. 

“...[T]here is nothing in the formulation that would require involving teachers for the 

purposes either of getting new or more information before a decision is made, or of 

discussing the contribution of teachers to the presenting symptoms” (Sarason, p. 52).  

Warner (1996), an English teacher, summarizes teachers’ views toward 

reforms in one sentence: “Renewal has come to me usually not because of, but in spite 

of educational reform movements” (p. 272). 

In this dissertation the intention is to go one step back to what seems to be the 

reason for the difficulties in linking curriculum and teaching. This chapter argues that 

the current conceptual understanding of the link between curriculum and teaching has 

only a small chance of leading to improvement of teaching work, hence an alternative 

conceptual framework is needed.  

To begin with, the difficulty of differentiating between curriculum and teaching 

at the definition level, is analyzed. Then, the link between curriculum and teaching 

from the teaching perspective and curriculum perspective is examined. The 

examination points out the nature of the link. Understanding the nature of the link in 

educational literature is helpful in analyzing two examples that offer two different 

approaches to making the link work. One is Tyler’s (1949) rationale and the other is 
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Ben-Peretz’s (1990) teacher-curriculum encounter. The analysis of the two examples 

leads in identifying the problem of the study. 

Difficulty of Differentiating Between Curriculum  

and Teaching at the Definitional Level 

 

 

Differentiating in this case, means showing a dissimilarity that distinguishes 

between curriculum and teaching concepts while at the same time relating them to 

each other. The definition of the concept curriculum is derived from the curriculum 

perspective and the definition of the teaching concept is derived from the teaching 

perspective. This process emphasizes the gulf between the two perspectives. This is 

similar to two groups digging the same tunnel from two different sides, but from the 

way they start digging--the definition--it is clear it will be very difficult for the two 

tunnels to meet each other. 

Definitions of Curriculum 

 There is no agreement among professionals on the use and boundaries of the 

concept curriculum. Ornstein and Hunkins (1993) in their book, Curriculum: 

Foundation, Principles and Issues, wrote:  

     It assumes that almost everything that goes on in school can be 

classified or discussed in terms of curriculum. It even suggests that 

curriculum is synonymous with education. It also connotes that almost 

every field or discipline in schools of education has implications for 

curriculum or is part of the curriculum field. If nearly everything in 

schools and in the study of education is related to curriculum, 

classifying what is not curriculum is meaningless. The content of 

curriculum becomes so diffuse that no one can have sufficient value, in 

the field.  
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(pp. 10-11) 

 

 Walker (1991) justifies the diffusive nature of curriculum by the diversity of 

experience, ideals and values for what is a good education. However, this makes it 

difficult to achieve wide public or professional consensus. According to Jackson 

(1992), extended understanding of curriculum is inevitable because the boundaries of 

the field itself are diffuse. 

 Wilson (1966), in his book, Thinking with Concepts, wrote:  

     There is no law against extending the normal meaning of words, but 

it is a dangerous procedure: and here again, we often feel tempted to 

adopt it in order to defend some particular point of view. It becomes 

fatal, however, when we stretch the meaning so far that the word ceases 

to do any work at all. (p. 43) 

 

 In the literature of education, the use of the word curriculum has been extended 

in this manner: curriculum is everything that has been taught and will be taught 

formally and informally, has been learned and will be learned. It doesn’t matter if there 

is writing or just thinking without an actual occurrence, or if there is an actual 

occurrence without any writing or thinking. Curriculum sometimes consists only of 

standards for tests and sometimes there are no standards at all. 

Walker and Soltis (1992) expressed the variety of curriculum understandings in 

this way: “We have seen curriculum phenomena conceptualized as verbal knowledge, 

facts and skills, replicative, associative, appreciative, interpretive, romantic, precise, 

generalized, psychologized, discovered, ‘mapped’ and structured” (p. 47).  

Doll (1992) defined “real curriculum” as “the formal and informal content and 

process by which learners gain knowledge and understanding, develop skills and alter 
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attitudes, appreciation and values under the auspices of that school” (p. 332). Doll 

added an explanation to this definition: “This definition is meant to include both 

formal and informal aspects of schooling, what one learns (content) and how one 

learns (process) and products or outcomes in the forms of knowledge, understanding, 

skills, attitudes, appreciation, and values” (p. 332).  

In this expansion of the curriculum concept, teaching becomes synonymous 

with curriculum or becomes part of it and actually it is difficult to differentiate 

between them. 

Definition of Teaching 

 While almost every author in the field of curriculum feels obligated to offer a 

direct definition of the concept, the literature on teaching rarely presents a definition of 

what teaching literally is. Books that devote their content to teaching, such as 

Handbook of Research on Teaching (Wittrock, 1986), The Essentials of Teaching - 

Decisions, Plans, Methods (McNeil & Wiles, 1990), or Learning and Teaching 

Research Based Methods (Kauchak & Eggen, 1993), do not offer an explicit definition 

of teaching. 

 While professionals who write about curriculum have difficulties agreeing on 

the concept, the professionals who write about teaching have a common general and 

tacit understanding of the teaching concept. Teaching is an activity in which someone 

who knows more or has authority, passes knowledge to someone else, who knows less 

or has to comply with authority. 
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 Definitions of teaching usually try to keep teaching as specific as possible. The 

diversity in understanding teaching comes mostly from the need to see teaching as 

human actions that have strong moral issues or from different perspectives of teaching 

quality.  

 Hough and Duncan (1970) give the following definition: “Teaching is an 

activity--a unique professional, rational, and human activity in which one creatively 

and imaginatively uses himself and his knowledge to promote the learning and welfare 

of others” (p. 2). In this definition, the researchers mention the quality of teaching 

from one side, “creatively and imaginatively,” and the moral issues of devoting oneself 

to the welfare of others, from the other side. 

Joyce and Weil (1996) focus on the quality and means of teaching. Teaching 

for them is mostly a reflection of learning. They express it in the table of contents as 

follows:  

     Teaching well means helping students learn well. Powerful learners 

have expanded repertoires of strategies for acquiring education. Models 

of teaching are designed to impart these strategies while helping 

students develop as persons, increase their capacity to think clearly and 

wisely, and build social skills and commitment. Teaching is the process 

of building communities of learners who use their skills to educate 

themselves. (p. v) 

 

Hunter (1994), while introducing a well structured model of teaching for 

adequate professional preparation, wrote: “Teaching can be defined as the process of 

making and implementing decisions before, during and after instruction--decisions 

that, when implemented, increase the probability of learning” (p. 6). 
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 Green (1971) devotes an entire book to the conceptual analysis of teaching as a 

moral action. Green’s philosophical analysis is an attempt to provide a definition that 

fits any kind of teaching, parents and children, as well as teachers’ work in the 

classroom. His attempt to structure one definition of teaching that adjusts all kinds of 

teaching to fit into it, narrows the definition to a core meaning. Yet, at the same time, 

with this core meaning, he is trying to describe a spectrum of possibilities. 

 In much of his work, Green (1971) focuses on two continuums of teaching. 

One deals with shaping behavior, the other with shaping beliefs and transmitting 

knowledge. Shaping behavior can be accomplished through training or conditioning. 

The distinction between them is not clear cut at each point. Shaping beliefs and 

transmitting knowledge can be accomplished through instruction or indoctrination. 

Here also, the distinction between the two modes is not clear cut at each point. 

 In Green’s (1971) understanding of teaching, the social-institutional activities 

of teachers in school such as, fund-raising, talking to peers or writing reports for the 

principle, are not part of the core understanding of the teaching concept. The reason 

for not including these in the concept is because “There is no inconsistency in the idea 

that teaching may go on even when the institutional acts of teaching are not going on” 

(Green, p. 5).  

Nevertheless, Green (1971) mentions conditions that society must offer, so that 

the activities of teaching can be fully displayed. First, he mentions access to 

information, then that this access be brought to bear upon the problems of knowledge, 

belief and action, and finally that society provide teachers with freedom of dissent. 
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The definitions of teaching that were offered here are from different schools of 

thought and different beliefs. Nevertheless, they all share the perception that actual 

teaching--instruction giving--has to be at the center of educational understanding and 

all other components of education such as curriculum, organization or support 

materials are not necessarily part of the teaching.  

 In conclusion, it seems that when researchers write about who holds the power 

to decide what to teach or about the phenomena of what happens in schools and 

classrooms, they use the concept curriculum and include aspects of teaching as an 

inseparable part of the curriculum definition. When they focus on quality of 

instruction, teaching skills, effectiveness or relationships between teachers and 

learners they use the concept teaching, unconnected to the curriculum definition.  

These definitions do not allow for clear differentiation between curriculum and 

teaching. Curriculum definitions tend to extend and blur the boundaries between 

curriculum and teaching so there is difficulty seeing the distinction between 

curriculum and teaching. Teaching definitions tend to ignore outside aspects and 

isolate teaching from other factors which influence it, so there is difficulty seeing how 

curriculum and teaching at the definitional level relate to each other. 

Examining the Link Between Curriculum and Teaching 

 

 

Going beyond the definition of the concepts to discussions about how to enact 

curriculum and teaching might help in understanding the differentiation. This section 

relates to theoretical-practical literature that is based on research, yet, at the same time 
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challenges the field by writing with the purpose of leading professionals’ learning and 

development. The reason for not choosing pure research literature is that it isolates 

variables and usually focuses only on one perspective, making it difficult to examine a 

link between two different perspectives.  

In practice, most teaching in school occurs under a given curriculum and every 

curriculum intends to influence teaching (McNeil & Wiles, 1990). This backs up the 

assumption that theoretical-practical literature would obviously include the link. The 

question is, if it is included, how does the teaching perspective relate to curriculum 

and how does the curriculum perspective relate to teaching? 

Literature on the teaching perspective would be directed toward teachers’ 

learning and development or toward how to teach. Literature on the curriculum 

perspective would be directed toward curriculum specialists or focused on the process 

of making decisions about what to teach. 

Teaching Perspective on Curriculum 

 When asking how literature on teaching relates to curriculum, it makes sense to 

examine not only the direct writing about the link, but also the general common 

understanding of what teaching is. The more accurate question is: does teaching keep 

curriculum as a necessary condition for its purpose? 

Teaching is understood as a deeply personal activity. “Teaching is a highly 

personal and idiosyncratic enterprise; no two teachers think alike or teach alike. This is 

as it should be” (Kauchak & Eggen, 1993, p. xii). Lampert (1985) expresses this idea 
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clearly when she examines how her view as a teacher contrasts with prevalent 

academic images of teachers’ work. This is not to say that referring generally to 

teaching is not useful, but from a teachers’ perspective, any generalization in 

describing the work of teaching is an incomplete description.  

The understanding of teaching as something that is strongly connected to the 

teachers’ personality and their actual teaching, reduces all the other factors to 

contextual ones. Included are factors such as culture, organization, community, peers, 

and curriculum. These factors might facilitate or inhibit the quality of teaching 

(Shulman, 1987), but are indispensable parts of the teaching activity.  

 Figure 2 serves as a map for presenting literature on teaching. The figure shows 

that there are two kinds of factors: contextual and teaching. The out-of-teaching 

factors serve as a background for the in-teaching factors. Curriculum is one among 

other out-of-teaching factors that influence in-teaching factors. Actual teaching is the 

center of the teaching perspective and interacts mainly with the teachers’ personal 

aspects and with the teaching thinking process. 

 Examining the in-teaching factors and the ways they refer to curriculum, 

demonstrates the nature of the link, between curriculum and teaching from the 

teaching perspective. 
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Figure 2. The current concept of the link between curriculum and 

teaching--the teaching perspective. 

 

Personal-professional Aspects 

 The list of personal-professional factors in the figure are examples from the 

literature. Delving a bit further in the way literature on teaching presents these aspects 

might help see how literature on personal-professional factors of teaching builds a wall 

between curriculum and teaching. 
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Joyce and Weil (1996) see the importance in organizing teaching ideas under 

models of teaching. They completely ignore the curriculum perspective. They see 

“well-developed models of teaching” as the products of long periods of inquiry into 

how learning occurs. 

Kauchak and Eggen (1993) write that the purpose of their book is to change 

how teachers think about teaching and how they actually teach. They see one main 

personal-professional area in the educational research that serves this purpose, that of 

effective teaching. The tool to achieve this effectiveness is teaching methodology. 

For Kauchak and Eggen (1993), effective teaching involves the ability to apply 

research findings to actual teaching. Effective teaching combines qualities of different 

areas to improve the learning of their students. Examples of such qualities are: human 

relations teaching skills, judgment, intuition, knowledge of subject matter, and 

understanding of learning--all combined into one unified act. 

Curriculum is mentioned in Kauchak and Eggen’s (1993) book mainly in the 

chapter called “Teacher Planning: Research and Reality.” In the Main Ideas section of 

this chapter they propose: “Planning is affected by students, content, and the learning 

context, which includes state and district guidelines, teacher autonomy, and 

requirements of administrators” (p. 57). 

Bellon, Bellon, and Blank (1992) emphasize the importance of the knowledge 

bases of teachers for enacting teaching strategies in the classroom. Practical 

knowledge is important but not enough. The knowledge base also has to include a 

deep understanding of the content to be taught, and research knowledge on pedagogy. 
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Pedagogical knowledge includes factors such as: planning instruction, motivating 

students to learn, developing classroom management strategies, etc. 

For Bellon et al. (1992), instructional planning is one element of pedagogical 

knowledge. Instructional planning “is a process that should go well beyond individual 

classroom teachers. Effective schools have a curriculum planning process that is 

consistent at the district, school, and classroom levels … Curriculum planning should 

be the basis for effective instructional planning” (p. 56). 

Going further into the concept of Bellon et al. (1992), it seems that curriculum 

is connected to teaching by determining the goals--desired curriculum outcomes. If 

teachers know how to properly draw learning objectives--specific learning 

expectations--from curriculum goals, curriculum and teaching can be linked to each 

other. This opinion presents the curriculum perspective to be discussed later in the 

curriculum perspective section. 

Does this opinion also make the link from the teaching perspective? Bellon et 

al. (1992) themselves say: “Many teachers for a variety of reasons do not develop 

instructional plans based on formal curricula” (p. 53). Bellon et al. do not explain 

directly what the “variety of reasons” are. Reading between the lines, it seems that 

teachers often put the learners as leading their pedagogical thinking and have difficulty 

finding ways to connect them to the mandated goals. 

Fenstermacher and Soltis (1992) wrote a book on teacher education using the 

concept of teaching approach. The book’s intention is to stimulate the reader to think 

about some basic ways of conceiving the role of teachers. The authors present three 
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different approaches, each of them representing different assumptions and purposes. 

The executive approach views teachers as persons charged with bringing about certain 

learning. The therapist approach views teachers as empathetic persons charged with 

helping individuals grow personally and reach a high level of self-actualization, 

understanding and acceptance. The liberationist approach views teachers as liberators, 

freeing the individual’s mind, and developers of well-rounded, knowledgeable, 

rational, and moral human beings. 

The therapist and liberationist teaching approaches focus on the teacher-learner 

relationships and ignore any form of mandated curriculum. The approach that is 

connected to curriculum by definition is the executive approach.  

In this approach, teachers start by determining what they are going to teach. 

Because they start by rational thinking, they can use curriculum planning that offers 

them options for determining what to teach. Following the description of a theoretical 

executive teacher, it is discovered that the connection to curriculum is made only to 

gain ideas to start the execution. The immediate second step is to figure out whether 

the specific learners are ready for the ideas that the teacher brought from the 

curriculum and to change them according to the findings. The third step is deeply 

embedded in the teacher-learner relationships: finding a way to get the purposes across 

to the learners. When planning is transformed to actual teaching in the classroom, 

more distance from curriculum is created: “no matter how well you plan, events will 

occur that cause you to veer from your plan” (Fenstermacher & Soltis, 1992, p. 10).  



 

 

36 

 

Again, it seems that curriculum in the eyes of Fenstermacher and Soltis (1992) 

has the role of being a context factor for teaching. 

Hunter (1994) sees the main issue of learning to teach in the development of 

the ability to make decisions effectively and spontaneously. She divides the decisions 

into three types: decisions about content, learning behaviors and teaching behaviors. 

For Hunter (1994), the main contextual influence is knowledge of psychology 

and then knowledge of content. Curriculum is a general direction which is not really 

significant in daily teaching:  

While state mandates, curriculum guides, district policy, and textbooks 

may identify the general goals and content of instruction, the teacher 

must determine the appropriate level of difficulty for each day’s 

learning opportunity and must ascertain when students are ready to 

proceed to the next, more difficult learning. (p. 9) 

 

McNeil and Wiles (1990) recall and analyze the personal-professional aspects 

of teaching styles. Style is reflected in the teachers’ actions and methods. Just as 

individuals have different personalities, teachers have different styles. Teacher styles 

can reflect learning styles: teachers can adapt the style of teaching to meet learners’ 

needs. Also, each teacher style has different outcomes in learning. For example, an 

authoritarian style is efficient for practicing and drilling, while a democratic style is 

good for enhancing high moral, and a laissez-faire style is fitting for creative learners 

to excel and discover new reservoirs of creativity. McNeil and Wiles do not go into 

detail in explaining how teacher styles can meet learner styles and mandated outcomes 

together. In this way it is not clear how curriculum that brings mandated outcomes is 

connected to teaching. 
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In a different chapter, when McNeil and Wiles (1990) deal with determining 

aims and objectives for teaching, they are trying to show the connection of teaching to 

curriculum while ignoring teaching styles. In this chapter the authors use literature 

from the curriculum perceptive and view school curriculum planning and teaching 

planning as the same process of planning.  

There is one point at which the authors relate directly to the connection 

between curriculum and teachers in the classroom. They argue that teachers can use 

formal philosophy statements for three purposes: as a general theory of education, as a 

source of reflection on how teaching follows the aims of education, and as a reflection 

on how teaching follows instructional objectives. This can become meaningful if all 

the teachers share exactly the same philosophy so teachers can make the schooling 

experience consistent and effective. “By contrast, the absence of a common set of 

understandings can and often does lead to chaos and confusion in classrooms” 

(McNeil & Wiles, 1990, p. 59). 

This understanding of curriculum ignores the individual reality of teachers in 

working with specific learners. It seems that McNeil and Wiles (1990) relate to 

teaching and to curriculum as important elements but do not confront the complexity 

of linking the two different concepts. 

 The examples presented here are only a few from a large body of literature that 

deals with personal-professional factors. Yet, they reveal a common thread that 

curriculum is not a necessary condition for teaching purposes. Literature on personal-
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professional factors often ignores curriculum completely or at least separates thinking 

on teaching from thinking on the way curriculum is part of teachers’ work. 

Actual Teaching 

Actual teaching is giving instructions during lessons. It is at the center of most 

of the practical literature on teaching. “We view the teacher’s behavior as the critical 

variable in the formal learning act” (McNeil & Wiles, 1990, p. 20). 

Very often, actual teaching is perceived not only at the center, but as standing 

alone, isolated from other variables. The strongest evidence of this perception is the 

bulk of research studies and instructions for teachers that sees teaching as a process-

product relationship. In a process-product relationship, teacher behavior is the cause 

that can be defined in measurable criteria and is the only significant variable that is 

considered as effecting learner achievements which are also defined in measurable 

criteria (McNeil & Wiles, 1990). In this way of understanding teaching, curriculum as 

well as other out-of-teaching factors are dispensable because they are not part of the 

cause-effect cycle. 

For example, Rosenshine and Furst (1971) reviewed 42 correlational studies 

that examined process-product relationships. They found 11 teacher activities which 

consistently related to learner achievement: clarity, variability, enthusiasm, task 

orientation, giving opportunity to learn, using student ideas during instruction, justified 

criticism of learners during instruction, use of structuring comments, asking 
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appropriate questions in terms of low or high cognitive level, probing with questions 

or encouraging student elaboration, and challenging instructional materials. 

A deeper look into the meaning of these variables shows that most of them are 

probably related to curriculum. For instance, clarity and variability include the 

teachers’ ability to organize and select classroom activities. Those chosen activities are 

probably under curriculum goals or even part of curriculum suggestions. However, 

professionals who focus on the teaching perspective talk about actual teaching as 

standing alone. 

Another source that has wide influence on practical teaching according McNeil 

and Wiles (1990) is the list of effective and ineffective teacher behaviors given by 

Emmer, Evertson, Sanford, Clements, and Worsham (1984). The list includes five 

items: communicating lesson objectives, presenting information systematically, 

avoiding vagueness, checking for understanding; and providing for practice and 

feedback. 

Lesson objectives often come from curriculum or at least are considered as 

being derived from curriculum goals. Yet, the list of behaviors leaves this issue out of 

the discussion. Effective teacher behavior is considered only as being the relationships 

with the learners, for instance: stating goals at the beginning of the lesson or telling 

learners what they will be accountable for knowing or doing. Teachers seem so avoid 

curriculum while doing actual teaching, they only focus on what is actually happening 

in the classroom. 
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Thinking Process 

There is a wide school of thought on teaching which focuses on thinking for 

reflection. The thinking process could be an opportunity to link teaching to curriculum, 

because this action might include taking a step back from actual teaching and consider 

teaching from another viewpoint. 

Reflection has two stages: reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action (Schön, 

1983). Reflection-in-action is part of actual teaching. It is the process of interpreting, 

analyzing, and providing solutions to complex and situational problems. Reflection-

on-action takes place when teachers leave the practice situation and mentally 

reconstruct the actual teaching to analyze actions and events.  

The two stages have strong inter-relations to actual teaching but do they open 

space for linking the reflection to curriculum? 

Essentially the answer to this question is no. Zeichner and Tabachnick (1991) 

summarize the reflective teaching literature into four major theoretical traditions. The 

academic tradition emphasizes teachers as scholars and subject matter specialists, and 

sees reflection as linking teachers’ subject matter knowledge to their specific learners. 

The social efficiency tradition emphasizes that the knowledge base is derived from 

scientific study, so reflection links pedagogical principles to particular situations and 

to particular teachers’ thoughts about those situations. The developmentalist tradition 

assumes that learner development should provide the data that decides what and how 

to teach, and from that teachers engage learners with phenomena and then work to 

understand the sense they are making from their engagement. The reconstructionist 
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tradition is based on the belief that education is an agent for creating a better society, 

so the reflection focuses on the social conditions in which teaching takes place, on 

democratic values of the teachers and on the way teachers understand the meaning of 

community. Each of the traditions leads teachers to reflect between themselves and 

their learners. 

Copeland, Birmingham, de la Cruz, and Lewin (1993) are aware of contextual 

influences on teacher reflection. They offer an operational definition for reflection in 

teaching using four attributes. First, engaging in reflective practice involves a process 

of solving problems and reconstructing meaning. Second, reflective practice in 

teaching is manifested as a stand toward inquiry. Third, demonstration of reflective 

practice is seen to exist along a continuum. Fourth, reflective practice occurs within a 

social context. The social context does not go as far as theoretical curriculum, but 

instead deals with the actual participants in the educational activity--learners, parents 

and peers. 

Eby (1998) refers to reflection as something that starts before actual teaching 

occurs in the classroom. She says that reflection starts with an understanding of the 

teachers’ many roles and the way teachers process information. Her model of 

reflective action in teaching includes two types: interior reflective thinking and 

exterior reflective action. Reflection happens when the two types meet. For example, 

two reflective thoughts--persistence and task commitment plus creativity--enable two 

exterior reflective actions--making time to concentrate on selected goals, and taking 

appropriate risks to attain high-priority goals.  
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The example makes a reference to goals. Are the goals stem from a 

curriculum? Perhaps, but the emphasis in Eby’s (1998) writing is on teachers as their 

own curriculum planners as a consequence of enacting interior thinking. If there is 

connection between teachers’ reflection and curriculum, it is only as an out-of-

teaching factor to possibly consider and not as a necessary link. 

It seems that the reflective thinking process of teachers does not find 

curriculum a meaningful element to relate to. Schwab (1970) calls for reform through 

the practical thinking of teachers, meaning teachers should be responsible for leading 

curriculum changes. However, Schwab himself does not offer practical thinking on 

how to implement this revolutionary idea. Thus, education specialists from the 

curriculum perspective use his ideas for their model of thinking, for example, offering 

that teachers be the curriculum writers (Posner & Rudnitsky, 1994). On other hand, 

education specialists from the teaching perspective use Schwab’s work as 

legitimization for putting curriculum aside. Intentions to relate to the way teaching 

relates to curriculum are raised by Ben-Peretz (1990). A broad discussion on Ben 

Peretz’s idea is represented in analyzing the discrepancy between curriculum and 

teaching later in this chapter. 

This discussion on the teaching perspective does not include the option of 

planning lessons or other kinds of teacher planning which are part of teacher 

preparation work. Focusing on actual teaching, most of the literature on the teaching 

perspective does not use the arguments on planning for relating to curriculum. A 

discussion on this issue is raised in the last section of this chapter that deals with the 
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question of how teaching planning is hidden. In any case, the way the teaching 

perspective sees planning does not change the basic attitudes of the teaching 

perspective toward curriculum. 

To answer the question, does teaching keep curriculum as a necessary 

condition for its purpose, gives an opportunity to summarize the teaching perspective 

on curriculum. Curriculum, from the teaching perspective, is not necessary. When 

curriculum is mentioned, it is an out-of-teaching factor usually existing implicitly and 

without power to influence teaching.  

Improvement of actual teaching is the purpose of literature on teaching. At the 

same time, actual teaching is the point of reference for any writing from the teaching 

perspective. If other knowledge areas or opinions are taken into consideration, they 

have to be meaningful to improve the quality of teaching.  

If most teaching in school occurs under a given curriculum, but the teaching 

perspective does not consider curriculum to be a meaningful factor for its 

improvement, then there is an imperfection in the link between curriculum and 

teaching. 

The Curriculum Perspective on Teaching  

When thinking of curriculum while relating to teaching, it is possible to 

identify in the literature two main aspects: curriculum as an educational experience 

and curriculum as a plan. The two aspects, planned and educational experienced 
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curricula, take the role of transferring the existing knowledge to the next generation 

(Walker, 1991). Yet, each of them relates differently to teaching.   

The experience aspect sees curriculum as the collection of activities which 

happen to come about in education. The experience aspect can occur from planning in 

advance or simply by chance. Caswell and Campbell (1935) define curriculum as all 

the experiences children have under the guidance of teachers, but Shepherd and Ragan 

(1992) see curriculum consisting of the ongoing experiences of children under the 

guidance of the school. This includes activities or influences other than the ones 

teachers are responsible for.  

It seems as though curriculum in the experience aspect renders teaching as 

invisible. In Caswell and Campbell’s (1935) definition, curriculum replaces teaching. 

In Shepherd and Ragan’s (1992) definition of curriculum, teaching is one factor among 

many experiences.  

If curriculum is an experience between teachers and learners, then teaching and 

curriculum are synonyms, representing different sides of the same coin. Curriculum 

emphasizes the situations in which teachers and learners interact in a classroom 

environment (Connelly & Clandinin, 1988). Teaching emphasizes the centrality of 

teachers in actual teaching. 

Some curriculum specialists have expanded curriculum as an educational 

experience to also include the planning of practical experiences. Walker (1991) 

analyzed the function of curriculum as follows: “The curriculum refers to the content 

and purpose of an educational program together with their organization” (p. 5). In this 
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analysis he includes experience and planned curriculum as inseparable parts of 

curriculum. Curriculum is something that teachers and learners attend to together 

(experience), there is a manner in which their matters are organized (planning) and 

there is a cultural consensus that the frame of working and what is learned is important 

(experience and planning).  

The main predicament in using curriculum with the meaning of educational 

experience is that it covers under one roof--educational experience--many different 

factors and does not promote examination of the links between factors. Among other 

links, such as teaching-learning and learning-evaluation tests, the curriculum-teaching 

link is covered by curriculum in the meaning of educational experience. 

Doyle (1992) found a place to differentiate between intentions and actions. He 

refers to institutional curriculum and experiential curriculum. Institutional curriculum 

is the understood and shared conception or paradigm of schooling including 

agreements and programs. Experiential curriculum is curriculum that exists not as a 

document but as a set of enacted events in which teachers and learners jointly 

negotiate content and meaning. 

 Cuban (1993), while trying to explain why reforms of curricula failed to 

change teaching, differentiates between planned curriculum and experiential 

curriculum. According to Cuban there are four different kinds of curricula which do 

not completely match each other: official curriculum--what state and district officials 

set forth in curricular frameworks and courses of study--is a kind of planned 

curriculum; taught curriculum--what teachers choose to teach and how they present it--
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can be either planned or experienced; learned curriculum--the influence on learners of 

the taught curriculum, with or without teacher intention--is curriculum experienced by 

learners; and tested curriculum--the part of learning measured through tests--is a part 

from the planned curriculum that comes to evaluate learning achievements.  

 Cuban (1993) calls for awareness of the idea that “any content--no matter how 

important symbolically--is worthless in a classroom unless there are strong 

relationships between teacher and students as well as appropriate teaching practices” 

(p. 185). As a consequence of this awareness there is a need “to integrate curricular 

reform with efforts to build the capacity of teachers to create, use, and choose their 

own materials” (p. 185). 

Cuban (1993) actually sees curriculum as varied and as having separate 

development from teaching, but he makes a clear statement about his belief in the need 

to create a connection between the development of the two. 

The planned aspect views curriculum as the way society sends messages to 

those who practically enact education. Curriculum is presented as a plan for action, 

usually a written one, including at least goals and general content and sometimes 

including evaluation procedures or even suggested processes and materials for 

achieving the goals.  

Saylor (1982) expresses this perspective by describing curriculum as a plan for 

providing sets of learning opportunities for persons to be educated. Johnson (1967) 

sees curriculum as a list of intended learning outcomes. Pratt (1994) gives in the 

glossary of his book, a short definition for the term curriculum: “A plan or blueprint 
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for instruction” (p. 343). Ben-Peretz (1990) relates to curriculum as “constitut[ing] an 

expression of educational potential” (p. 45). Skilbeck (1984) sees curriculum in the 

context of constant development: “the planning, design, implementation and 

evaluation of a program of students’ learning by the educational institution of which 

those students are members” (p. 2). These definitions emphasize the link between two 

different actions: curriculum--thinking and intentions--and actual teaching. 

Teaching without planning would be education through customs and habits, 

through tradition without justification, as an art, using common sense, as emotions go, 

as obvious. When teaching uses curriculum it means that the practices are based on a 

coherent, systematic, explicit, examined and intellectually defensible set of ideas. 

Curriculum is important because it brings the ideal, the aspiration to achieve, the 

potential to realize (Walker, 1991). 

A more broad look at the theory which presents curriculum and teaching as two 

different actions that are linked to each other, might explain more about the nature of 

this link. 

 Figure 3 presents steps in passing from existing knowledge in a given society 

to a learner’s acquisition of knowledge. The first step is the proposition of educational 

aims. This step is essentially a declaration of society’s intentions for the education 

process. The second step is curriculum planning which is mostly planning ways for the 

achievement of the aims. The third step is preparation of instruction, which is the 

teachers’ convergence with the curriculum. In this step, decisions are made about how 

to implement curriculum planning. The fourth and final step is actual teaching, which 
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is the implementation of curriculum and is the way teachers pass on knowledge for 

learners’ acquisition of this knowledge. This step includes evaluation tests for learners 

to control whether they have acquired the expected knowledge. 
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Figure 3. The current concept of the link between curriculum and 

teaching--the curriculum perspective. 

 

This process of advancing from existing knowledge in a given society to a 

learner’s acquisition of knowledge was represented in Johnson’s (1967) model. 

According to his model, the passage from society, which is the source of curriculum, 

to learner’s acquisition of knowledge of this society, is done as a process-product 

chain. A goal setting process leads to an education goals product; a curriculum 

development process leads to a curriculum product; an instructional planning process 

leads to an instructional plan product; an instruction and learning process leads to a 

learning outcome product; and development of the learning process leads to results in 

evaluation tests. 

Society’s knowledge is synonymous to what some professionals call culture 

(Pratt, 1994) or tradition (Applebee, 1996). Knowledge does not mean only content of 

subject learning, but also values, beliefs and behaviors. The process of advancing from 

knowledge in a given society to a learner’s acquisition of knowledge is based on the 
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assumption that the advancement happens along a linear pattern: society-school or 

education-learner. This means that behaviors taking place at schools, are the pipeline 

for transferring specific knowledge of specific society to the learners of the same 

society (Dewey, 1990; Goodlad, 1979; Ornstein & Hunkins, 1993). 

Bobbitt (1972) sees the main role of school education as holding the 

connections between society and learners and taking over those needs of individuals in 

the society that other institutions such as the family cannot fulfill. Walker (1991) 

expresses the linear pattern while using curriculum in the meaning of school 

education: “The curriculum of elementary and secondary education is also an 

important factor in shaping our national culture. A people has a common heritage only 

if the content of that heritage is relearned successively by every new generation” (p. 

23). 

Literature that focuses on the society-learner relationships views education as a 

mediation process. The metaphor mediation emphasizes education as standing in the 

middle, in between society’s knowledge and learners’ acquisition of this knowledge. 

The metaphor promotes the idea that good approximation between the sides--society 

and learners--is not possible without intervention of a third power. Bowers (1993) 

offers the metaphor of teacher as “gatekeeper.” This metaphor emphasizes the 

teachers’ mediation as guards of learners, the ones who decide what comes in and 

what is better left outside. 

Post-Vygotzkian literature (Palinscar, 1986; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976) 

understands the mediation of education as scaffolding. This metaphor emphasizes the 
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teachers as supporters of children’s learning processes. Scaffolding promotes the idea 

of the temporality of education for learners until they acquire the society’s knowledge 

and they no longer need a scaffold. 

Going back to the curriculum perspective in Figure 3, it is possible to see that 

society starts the linear advancement, the learners end it and in between, school 

education includes the steps that connect them. 

In examining the curriculum perspective, it is possible to identify two divisions 

of work. One is curriculum, from society’s knowledge to curriculum planning that is 

expected to enable teacher preparation. The other is teaching, from teaching 

preparation to actual teaching that is expected to enable learners’ acquisition of the 

knowledge (Johnson, 1967). Figure 4 presents this work division on the linear 

advancement from society knowledge to learner’s acquisition of this knowledge. 
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Figure 4. Division of work in the curriculum perspective. 

 

 To conclude, there is a link between curriculum and teaching when curriculum 

is a plan. Curriculum means the way society’s knowledge in general and society’s 

intentions for education in particular, are formed and planned in the educational 

process. This is curriculum work to improve teaching work. Teaching is the process 
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through which a person--the teacher--takes responsible involvement for a particular 

classroom of learners, enabling mediation between them and the knowledge of society.  

Discrepancy in the Link Between Curriculum and Teaching 

 What might look like a smooth linear link between curriculum and teaching, is 

actually not so smooth in practice. There is tension between society’s intentions for 

learners and learners’ characteristics as individuals and as a classroom group (Folden 

& Buchman, 1993). Also, there is tension between those society’s intentions and the 

way education is organized in school (Conley & Cooper, 1991). Furthermore, the 

linear presentation emphasizes that the place of the learners is at the end of the 

process; thus being the product of the process (Johnson, 1977; McNeil & Wiles, 1990; 

Rosenshine & Furst, 1971), or the consumer (Lipsky, 1980) and by that ignores powers 

that learners bring with them to the educational process. 

 All this tension opens a discrepancy between the steps in the curriculum work 

as well as in the teaching work, but especially influence the nature of the link between 

curriculum and teaching. 

The literature from the curriculum perspective is aware of the tension between 

society and individual learners. Dewey (1990) saw clearly the tension between 

society’s intentions and learners’ characteristics:  

… first, the narrow but personal world of the child against the 

impersonal but infinitely extended world of space and time; second, the 

specialization and whole-heartedness of the child’s life, and the 

specialization and divisions of the curriculum; third, an abstract 

principle of logical classification and arrangement, and the practical and 

the emotional bonds of child life. (p. 185) 



 

 

52 

 

 

Taking the individual learners with their differences and putting them in 

classrooms, each classroom having about 30 individual learners, causes the tension to 

become much more complicated (Lipsky, 1980). Not only is the tension between 

society’s intentions and each individual heightened, but also the tension between 

society’s intentions and the classroom as a social entity with a character of its own and 

dynamic interrelationships among individuals and groups in a classroom (Murphy & 

Hallinger, 1989). 

 The social elements in the classroom add dynamic challenges for the teaching 

work, and oblige teachers to make hundreds of decisions every lesson without 

considering the static curriculum (Hunter, 1994).  

 In the linear advancement, where learners are the last step of the production 

line, it seems that they are expected to “behave as products” and to present good 

quality in the evaluation tests that serve as a control system for the process. Another 

option that the understanding of learners’ location in linear advancement leads to, is 

the consideration of learners as consumers who come to buy merchandise that the 

curriculum offers them. 

 In fact, the learners are not products and it is irrelevant to measure them as 

such. In addition, learners do not chose to become learners in school so it is not a 

question of would they “buy” the knowledge that society wants to sell them, instead 

they might offer resistance even when the knowledge they receive from the teacher is 

very important for them. A demonstration of this is the amount of teaching perspective 
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literature that deals with behavioral difficulties or classroom management (Doyle, 

1986). Also, and more important, the learners donate an active, meaningful and 

continual part in the educational process, so it is possible to see the learners as a power 

by themselves. 

 Curriculum takes its power from society’s intentions (Apple, 1995), while 

teaching work naturally responds to the learners. The difference in the source of power 

creates tension mainly in the moment when curriculum transfers the work to teaching. 

Curriculum pulls to one direction--the society--and teaching pulls to another direction-

-the learners. To illustrate this, an arrow should be added in Figure 4 from the learners 

towards teaching, then it is possible to see that teaching is trapped between the learners 

and the curriculum.  

 This explains why the teaching perspective does not give a central role to 

curriculum. After all, teachers are the ones who struggle with the dynamic powerful 

influences of each learner and the classroom as a social group on what is learned. For 

the most part they can use curriculum when it fits their needs. 

 Planning is essential for curriculum to lead teaching toward reform. Teaching 

does not take this challenge because curriculum does not represent their situation in 

the classroom.  

 To summarize the current concept of the link between curriculum and teaching, 

it appears that the teaching perspective does not relate significantly to the link and the 

curriculum perspective relates to the link as having the following characteristics: 
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 The link between curriculum and teaching in the current concept is part of a 

linear pattern from knowledge in a given society to a learner’s acquisition of 

knowledge in school. 

 Curriculum is the work that presents the intentions of society. Teaching is the 

work of implementing those intentions. 

 Curriculum work includes the proposed aim of education from the knowledge 

of a given society and planning a curriculum. 

 Teaching work includes teaching preparation and actual teaching so learners 

can acquire the knowledge of society. 

 Inherent tension between society’s intentions and learners’ characteristics 

cause a discrepancy in the link between curriculum and teaching. 

 In spite of the awareness of such a discrepancy, policy makers and curriculum 

writers still believe that it is possible to reform teaching work through curriculum 

change. Is there a way to overcome the discrepancy and to link curriculum and 

teaching work in the same concept, or does the current concept maintain the tension 

inherently and to difficulties in bringing reforms to teaching? 

Reducing the Discrepancy in the Link Between Curriculum and Teaching 

 

 

There are two main schools of thought in struggling with the discrepancy in the 

link between curriculum and teaching. One school of thought gives teachers the role of 

doing the curriculum planning for themselves (Conley & Cooper, 1991; Tyler, 1949). 

In this way, the division of work is not as described in Figure 4, meaning curriculum 
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planning is not part of curriculum developers’ work, but part of teaching work. 

According to this solution, teachers will be able to close the discrepancy between 

curriculum and teaching by creating curriculum for their needs. Another school of 

thought offers to educate teachers in a way that opens avenues for them to use 

curricula that was written by professional developers (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Synder, 

Bolin, & Zumwalt, 1992). According to this solution, the division of work is as 

described in Figure 4, and it is possible to close the discrepancy by allowing teachers 

to be well acquainted with curriculum planning. 

In order to be able to consider and judge solutions there is a need to go into the 

inner details of each solution. Theoretically, the two schools of thought look like good 

solutions for reducing the discrepancy. The difficulties become apparent when the 

small practical actions of the processes are on the operating table.  

In order to analyze specific solutions, two examples were chosen. Each 

represents one school of thought. Tyler’s (1949) rationale represents the former school 

of thought, Ben-Peretz’s (1990) teacher-curriculum encounter represents the latter. 

The reason for choosing Tyler’s (1949) rationale is that this rationale becomes 

the common language in the curriculum perspective and is used by curriculum 

developers as well as by teachers (Eisner, 1985). Tyler’s classic work Basic Principles 

of Curriculum and Instruction has been, and still is, the most influential thinking in the 

field of curriculum planning--theory and practice. Tanner and Tanner (1980) saw 

Tyler’s rationale as a paradigm--a dominant model for curriculum planning. Walker 

and Soltis (1992) did not consider other competing models as a serious challenge to 
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the dominance of Tyler’s rationale. They proposed that most of the other models were 

variations of the same model. 

The reasons for choosing Ben-Peretz’s (1990) idea is that her approach directly 

confronts the difficulties of the link from the teaching perspective. Also, she offers a 

practical solution which combines Schwab’s (1970) understanding of the differences 

between theoretical-practical thinking (curriculum) and practical thinking (teaching) 

and on reflective teaching literature, and Shulman’s (1987) work which emphasizes 

the importance of teaching thinking. Basically, Ben-Peretz believes that teachers can 

overcome their own difficulties and operate a link between current curriculum plans 

and their teaching if they use the right tools. Examination of Ben-Peretz’s central tool 

reveals the difficulty in reducing the discrepancy in the link as presented in the current 

concept. 

A detailed solution of each example is described first and then the analysis of 

the discrepancy in each example is represented. The reason for presenting the details is 

that the discrepancy is found in the details and not in the general ideas. Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale is used not only to analyze the discrepancy (in this chapter), but also in the 

analysis of absence of Visual Mathematics in Chapter VI. 

Tyler’s Rationale 

In the first sentence of Tyler’s (1949) book, he presents the purpose of the book 

as an attempt “to explain a rationale for viewing, analyzing and interpreting the 

curriculum and instructional program of an educational institution” (p. 1). Tyler offers 
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a rational step between the knowledge of society and actual teaching. This step is 

curriculum planning done by the school teachers. Looking back at Figure 4, it is 

possible to say that Tyler offers a bigger part to teaching work, and he adds curriculum 

planning to the teaching work. In this way, tension between curriculum and teaching is 

expected to be resolved because the teachers themselves are operating the two steps--

considering society’s intentions and learners’ needs--that hold the tension. 

The unique power of Tyler’s (1949) rationale is that it does not offer 

suggestions for what purposes the school should determine, nor suggestions for what 

the educational experience should provide, nor suggestions for how to organize these 

educational experiences, nor how to evaluate the achievements. Instead, the rationale 

offers that each school should determine its own purposes and give ideas for what the 

practical actions are that should determine those steps. As Walker and Soltis (1992) 

put it:  

     He [Tyler] makes no commitment to certain ideal aims, specific 

objectives, a particular program, or one conceptualization of curriculum 

phenomena over another, as other theorists that we have considered 

thus far have done. His commitment is to a highly rationalized, 

comprehensive method for arriving at logical and justifiable curricula of 

many different kinds. In this way, the Tyler rationale reflects the 

dominant scientific mode of thinking of the twentieth century, which 

claims objectivity and impartiality and separates itself from value 

determination. (p. 58) 

 

Tyler’s (1949) suggestions for the rational process of planning curriculum can 

be viewed as having two patterns. The first pattern is cycle planning. It contains the 

theoretical principles taken out in the process of planning curriculum and includes the 

understanding of the importance of each step and of the cycle itself. The second 
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pattern is a vertical process for each step. This pattern contains detailed suggestions of 

how to think about each step when planning is put into practice. 

It is important to point out the two perspectives which exist in Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale for future analysis. The central argument of this future analysis is that Tyler 

becomes trapped by the rational cycle pattern and ignores essential problems that come 

up when an attempt is made to implement this pattern. 

The Cycle Pattern of Planning 

The process of cycle planning has the following steps: deciding what are the 

educational purposes, deciding what are the experiences needed to attain the decided 

purposes, deciding how to organize the experiences effectively and then evaluating 

whether the chosen purposes are being attained. Those decisions are linked to each 

other in successive order. The purposes--when well-defined, are called objectives--

lead the process. The experiences come to fulfill the objectives, the organization 

comes to enable the experiences, and the link that closes the cycle is the need to 

evaluate the process and to see if the objectives were fulfilled. Then a decision needs 

to be made whether to continue the same direction for the next layout of the 

objectives, or to change direction and choose another set of objectives. In Figure 5, the 

squares illustrate the steps and the arrows illustrate the cycle.  
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Figure 5. Tyler’s cycle planning of curriculum. 

 

Tyler’s (1949) rationale can be drawn in a cyclic pattern, as Tyler himself says 

close to the end of the book when he writes about the evaluation process:  

Since educational objectives are essentially changes in human beings, 

that is, the objectives aimed at are to produce certain desirable changes 

in the behavior patterns of the student, then evaluation is the process for 

determining the degree to which these changes in behavior are actually 

taking place. (p. 106) 

 

Tyler (1949) presents each step as important and the cycle planning’s pattern as 

important for itself. The determination of objectives is important because it leads the 

decision making process. “These educational objectives become the criteria by which 

materials are selected, content is outlined, instructional procedures are developed and 

tests and examinations are prepared” (p. 3). The benefit of starting with determining 

objectives, is that planners of curriculum are able to see the desired target in advance; 

thus they can continue to improve the planning accordingly. The importance of 

planning the experience is to decide on the particular educational experiences “since it 

is through these experiences that learning will take place and educational objectives 

will be attained” (p. 63). The importance of selecting experiences effectively is to 

produce a cumulative effect and to influence the efficiency of instruction. The main 
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importance of the evaluation step is to close the cycle, meaning, to give feedback 

about the determination of the objectives and to produce new thinking thereby 

enabling advancement in the learning. 

It is possible to see that this pattern is a loop enclosed only in the theoretical 

dimension. Tyler (1949) does not derive importance from the practical teaching 

instructions in the classroom, in spite of the fact that his writing makes it quite clear 

that planning comes to serve the actual teaching and not just theoretical thinking. An 

example of Tyler’s approach is when he discusses the evaluation process: “Hence, it is 

important to make a more inclusive check as to whether these plans for learning 

experiences actually function to guide the teacher in producing the sort of outcome 

desired” (p. 105). 

The Vertical Pattern of Planning 

Tyler (1949) pays attention not only to the main cycle procedure of decision 

making throughout curriculum planning, but also to the details of how to think about 

each step of this cycle. 

In determining objectives, Tyler (1949) asks the question: what educational 

purposes should the school seek to attain? Tyler does not come up with a direct step by 

step practical answer, but with a suggestion of how to think about determining 

objectives. 

The first step in thinking about how to determine objectives is to look for the 

source of thinking. Relating to this, Tyler (1949) writes, “no single source of 
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information is adequate to provide a basis for wise and comprehensive decisions about 

the objectives of the school” (p. 5). The sources of considering the objectives for 

planning come from different levels of thinking. The first source is learners 

themselves. The second one is contemporary life outside the school. The third is 

knowledge from subject specialists. The fourth is philosophy of the planners to set 

values. The fifth, is knowledge of psychology of learning. The order of consideration 

of these sources is up to the curriculum planner. 

Figure 6 illustrates the five different sources of determining objectives. 

 

      learners 

      contemporary life  

      outside the school  

     knowledge from subject     determining objectives  

      specialists  

      philosophy for values 

      knowledge of psychology  

      of learning 

 

Figure 6. The five sources of determining objectives. 

 

The next step in the thinking process is to examine how every source 

influences the determination of objectives. Tyler (1949) divides the sources of 

determining objectives into two groups. One group includes learners, contemporary 

life outside school, and knowledge from subject specialists, which are sources giving 

information about the specific needs for specific curriculum planning and by that, 
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enable curriculum planners to select a long list of possible objectives. The other group 

includes philosophy and values, and knowledge of psychology of learning, which are 

the quality control systems enabling the curriculum planner to set priorities among the 

possible objectives as well as shape them. 

To begin with, there is a question of how to take into consideration the learners 

themselves as a source of educational objectives. In general, Tyler (1949) suggests 

starting by collecting information about the learners, then determining learners’ needs, 

and then formulating the information into suggestions for objectives.  

The way to collect information about learners is by using methods of social 

investigation such as observations, interviews with students and parents, administering 

questionnaires to students and parents, testing the learners and considering school 

records of past events. 

There are two meanings of learners’ needs to consider. First, the discrepancy 

between the conception of desirable norms and standards, and the present condition of 

the learners. Second, the disequilibrium in an individual organism. This equilibrium 

must be balanced for a normal healthy condition of the organism to be maintained.  

Tyler (1949) recognizes two main difficulties in passing from collecting 

information to formulating suggestions for objectives: the need to interpret the data 

according to the school’s philosophy, and the danger of failing to distinguish between 

learners’ needs that are met by education and needs that are properly met through other 

social agents such as families or medical centers.  
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Tyler (1949) feels that with an understanding of those principles, it is possible 

to start the practical process of considering the learners and determining suggestions 

for objectives from this consideration. He emphasizes the need to be in touch with 

specific learners and to use everyday contact with learners for considering their needs. 

Another source of determining objectives is contemporary life outside the 

school. Consideration of the influence of this source begins by dividing life into 

functional and significant phases in order to obtain manageable categories for study, 

and in order to vary the life aspects that are taken into consideration. Examples of 

categories are: health, family, recreation, vocation, religion, consumption, and civic. 

The next step is to collect information about the community in which the school is 

located according to the previously chosen categories.  

 One more source offered by Tyler (1949) in determining objectives is the use 

of philosophy to bring values as a means of quality control for objectives offered by 

the learners’ needs, the needs of the local society, and by the subject matter 

possibilities. The difficulty curriculum planners face is that there are many more 

objectives than they are able to use in a realistic curriculum, and often objectives from 

different sources are not consistent with each other. Philosophy can serve curriculum 

planning best when it is clearly stated. 

 The last source Tyler (1949) takes into consideration in selecting objectives is 

the use of a psychology of learning. “Since every teacher and curriculum-maker must 

operate on some kind of theory of learning it is useful to have this theory of learning 

formulated in concrete terms both to check it for its tenability and also to see its 
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implications for the curriculum” (pp. 41-42). While the philosophy lays out the values, 

the psychology of learning brings the worthwhile aspects, for example, determining if 

something is unattainable, inappropriate to the age level, too general or too specific, 

etc. 

For this last step of determining objectives, Tyler (1949) raises the question of 

how to integrate all the sources into clearly stated objectives. The answer he gives 

takes the reader back to the cycle pattern: “In organizing a single list of important 

objectives it is desirable to state these objectives in a form which makes them most 

helpful in selecting learning experiences and in guiding teaching” (p. 44). How are 

planners supposed to know the other procedural steps in advance? Tyler does not 

answer this question and does not offer a technique for going through the cycle 

patterns in stages. 

 Tyler (1949) offers to formulate objectives based on a two dimensional chart in 

order to create as specific objectives as possible. One dimension of the chart deals with 

behavioral aspects, for example, ability to interpret data. The other dimension is the 

content or the subjects of learning, for example, Nutrition in Biological Science. The 

objective combining the two dimensions includes behavior that specifies the content 

and a content that specifies the behavior. For example, the learner is able to interpret 

nutrition data. 

 This practical method of determining objectives includes only knowledge from 

subject specialists (the content chart) and knowledge from psychology of learning (the 

behavioral aspects). What about the other sources, for instance, the learners 



 

 

65 

 

themselves, contemporary life outside the school, and philosophy and values? Does 

Tyler (1949) believe that it is possible for the planner to assimilate the other sources 

into these two dimensions? Can the behavioral aspects be determined according to the 

learners’ actual needs? Tyler does not go through the whole process. It seems as 

though he knows that the process is too complicated and he leaves it to natural 

selection. 

In selecting experiences, Tyler (1949) questions how learning experiences can 

be selected in a way that is most useful in attaining the objectives This step connects 

the objectives--derived from data about the learners, life outside of school, philosophy 

and knowledge of subject, and psychology of learning--with particular, real learners in 

particular classrooms: “selecting learning experiences is the problem of determining 

the kind of experience likely to produce given educational objectives and also the 

problem of how to set up situations which will evoke or provide within the students 

the kinds of learning experiences desired” (p. 65). 

There is a good chance to have a smooth passage from the objectives to the 

experiences because learners are a central source of selecting objectives and at the 

same time, the experiences have been chosen for them. 

Tyler (1949) gives some principles of selecting learning experiences. First, 

learning should be set up in a way that gives opportunity for the learners to practice the 

kind of behavior implied by the learning experience. Second, learning experiences 

must provide satisfaction to the learners. Third, the learning experiences should be 

within the range of possibility for the learners. Fourth, different experiences can be 
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used to attain the same particular objective. Fifth, the same learning experience can 

bring about several outcomes at the same time.  

 In organizing instructions, Tyler (1949) questions how learning experiences 

can be organized for effective instruction The reason he questions this is that “in order 

for educational experiences to produce a cumulative effect, they must be so organized 

as to reinforce each other” (p. 83). 

 Tyler (1949) mentions three criteria for effective organization: continuity, 

sequence, and integration. Continuity refers to maintaining a connection in the same 

subject area over the course of the school years. This enables the learners to 

accumulate knowledge and skills in the same subject matter. Sequence refers to the 

progressive development of understanding or skill or attitude of the learners. It 

emphasizes the importance of “having each successive experience build upon the 

preceding one but to go more broadly and deeply into the matters involved” (p. 85). 

Integration refers to the connection between different subjects in a way that enables the 

learner to use the same knowledge or skills in different contexts. 

 The biggest struggle is to organize these threads in such a way that they can be 

woven throughout the learners’ years at school. Also, there is a need to identify the 

principles by which the threads shall be organized and woven together. For example, 

using principles of chronology in organizing the learning of history, or using principles 

of broadening the knowledge from simple to complicated for the purpose of gaining 

skills. 
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 To close the gap between principles and practice, Tyler (1949) gives 

suggestions for decision making steps about the organization of instruction. The steps 

are to be taken by a group of school teachers or a special committee as steps for 

teachers to plan.  

 The process of evaluating the effectiveness of learning experiences is mainly a 

series of tests enabling teachers to compare a situation before and after; thus giving a 

sense of the changes occurring to their learners.  

 Tyler (1949) concentrates primarily on the use of evaluation procedures of the 

learners in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum plans. There are 

other possible purposes for the evaluation process: it can be a powerful device for 

clarifying educational objectives; it can serve as individual guidance of learners by 

giving information about their background, needs, and capabilities; and it can open 

possibility to give individual help or plan individual programs. Also, it can provide 

information about the success of the school in general. Tyler sets a limitation on the 

evaluation process when the test becomes the curriculum itself and the whole 

educational process is reduced. 

 There is a need to adjust the evaluation of an objective based on what the 

objective is. If the objective is about knowledge, it is usually possible to evaluate it in 

a paper-pencil test, but if the objective is about social behavior, an observation can be 

more adequate.  

 According to Tyler (1949), the criteria for effective evaluation are: objectivity, 

reliability, and validity. Objectivity applies to the need of the evaluation process to 
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isolate the purpose that the teachers want to test. Reliability applies to the need of the 

evaluation process to test what the teachers actually intend to test. Validity applies to 

the need of the evaluation process to provide evidence of the desired behavior. 

 To conclude, Tyler (1949) fulfills his promise to provide a rationale for 

viewing, analyzing, interpreting and planning the curriculum and instruction. To 

accomplish this, he introduces two patterns of thinking: a cyclic one, connecting each 

step to the next one, and a vertical one, concentrating on each step separately 

explaining how to develop it. 

The Discrepancy in Tyler’s Rationale 

 If teachers are the planners and implementors of curriculum, it is reasonable to 

assume that there would be no discrepancy. Tyler’s (1949) desire to keep the 

procedure rational and unified in one comprehensive cycle traps him with five major 

problems in his conception of curriculum planning. Those problems keep the 

discrepancy between curriculum and teaching unresolved.  

The first one is the lack of differentiation between curriculum and teaching 

(“instruction,” in his words)--the planned curriculum and the actual teaching in the 

classroom. In other words, according to Tyler’s (1949) rationale, the instructional 

process and the way of thinking about writing curriculum are the same. Ignoring the 

differences leads to the mistaken understanding that if one has the planned curriculum 

in hand, and the teacher is good, he or she already knows what will happen in the 
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classroom. It also leads to the misunderstanding that actual teaching is full and direct 

implementation of what was written in the planned curriculum.  

 The second problem is lack of explanation for the purposes of rational 

planning. Tyler (1949) relates briefly to one situation when people might argue against 

planning. The situation is when  

… excellent educational work is being done by artistic teachers who do 

not have a clear conception of goals but do have an intuitive sense of 

what is good teaching, what materials are significant, what topics are 

worth dealing with and how to present material and develop topics 

effectively with students. (p. 3) 

 

Excluding this case, planning the curriculum seems to be obvious for him 

because it is built in a rational reasoning mode. The other non-artistic, “regular” 

teachers have to spend time, prior to actual teaching, thinking in a rational way about 

how to give instructions in order to be aware of the goals and to lead the instruction 

according to them. Tyler (1949) does not explain in the book why and for what 

purpose a regular teacher needs planning. Is day-to-day planning based on teachers’ 

previous experiences with their learners not enough for preparing the lessons? Why 

does every experience need to be led by a defined objective? For what purpose does 

one need such broad and varied data-collection before determining the objectives? 

Why is there a need for an accepted procedure for the planning? 

 The third problem is that Tyler (1949) advocates strongly for planning the 

curriculum. Yet, at the same time, he ignores the fact that a meaningful part of the 

teaching is the response to particular learners in particular conditions, and this is not a 
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process that can be rationalized. Rather it is spontaneous behavior involving many 

affections and sensitivity to emotional-social factors. 

The lack of explanation for the purpose of rational planning does not open the 

option for Tyler (1949) to explain how rational planning is connected to responsive 

actual teaching. When they are not connected, there is no necessity for teachers to 

plan, curriculum developers can do this much better--they have more time and energy 

directed toward this purpose and are more knowledgeable and are more skillful in 

planning. 

Even if it is agreed that there is a need for general thinking prior to teaching, 

there is still a lack of differentiation between different options for planning. If planning 

is part of policy making, its main purpose is probably to emphasize the society-

culture’s interests and to give a frame of thinking to the curriculum developers. If 

planning is for organizing subject matter, it probably emphasizes the need to bring the 

knowledge structure of the specific subject. If planning is for individual teaching for a 

particular classroom, it probably emphasizes the particular needs of learners and the 

need to make on-the-spot, spontaneous decisions during the lessons. 

Tyler (1949) chooses a way that he believes fits all the options of planning. 

However, in some ways it does not fit any specific option or planner. It seems as 

though Tyler offers his rationale for planning mostly to teachers of a particular school 

who act as curriculum planners of their school. However, a brief glance at the list of 

expectations included in Tyler’s rationale, reveals how demanding they are on 

teachers. The school teachers are expected to: 
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 collect data about the specific needs of all learners under this curriculum; 

 process the information that was collected about the learners so it becomes 

components for determining objectives; 

 collect data about the contemporary life outside of school with sociological 

tools; 

 process the information that was collected about life outside of school so it 

becomes components for determining objectives; 

 be able to process subject specialists’ suggestions about the broad function of 

particular subjects and the subject specialists’ ideas about the potential 

contribution of the particular subjects, so they become components for 

determining objectives; 

 have a clear, defined and consensual philosophy and set of values for setting 

priorities in the objectives; 

 have professional knowledge of the psychology of learning for setting priorities 

in the objectives; 

 be able to integrate all the sources of determining objectives to have one clear 

set of objectives; 

 be able to select experiences for the particular learners of each classroom that 

fit the agreed upon objectives; 

 be able to organize instructions throughout the grades, and throughout the 

different subjects using a common thread; and 
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 be a professional evaluator and develop tests that present the objectives and the 

processes of learning. 

This list of expectations raises practical questions such as: do the teachers have 

such broad abilities and professional knowledge? Do teachers have the time and 

energy for such huge side projects in addition to their actual teaching and all their 

everyday responsibilities? 

The fifth problem is that Tyler’s (1949) rationale suffers from vagueness in 

some issues. Since it is not clear how much information is needed to make a proper 

decision, it is difficult to grasp how deep to go into the suggested rational procedure. It 

is also not clear if some components are more important than others and if in different 

situations, different components are more important than others. 

In addition, it is not clear who is specifically collecting the data about the 

learners. The only ones who have specific learners to investigate, to teach, and later on 

to evaluate, are the individual teachers in their particular classrooms. Are individual 

teachers the data collectors, or is the committee of teachers frequently mentioned by 

Tyler (1949) the data collector? If it is the committee of teachers, how is the 

information from specific classrooms integrated and unified?  

All this vagueness leads to a vagueness in the understanding of teaching 

preparation: is it individual work or is preparation part of curriculum planning? Also, 

does preparation have another session of planning or is the preparation only used to 

recall lessons from ready-to-use curriculum? 
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Another question is, do individual teachers or a committee of teachers really 

have a broad enough view to decide about the classification of categories needed to 

analyze the contemporary life outside the school? Tyler (1949) offers to relate to 

literature and news that analyzes society--do teachers have any preparation to be such 

broad viewing sociologists? 

Again, by giving teachers the role of curriculum developers, the likelihood is 

that teachers will not come up with the best curriculum planning possible, at the same 

time, they will not give attention to the components they can influence most, such as, 

how to use specific methods to gain learners’ attention. In 1995, Sue Johnston 

conducted a research in which she observed and interviewed a group of teachers in 

their process of making their own school curriculum. The main conclusion from this 

research is:   

     Instead of using the opportunity to take their classroom-based 

knowledge to a school-level arena, the teachers in this study moved into 

new roles more closely aligned with external administrators. Thus, the 

particular expertise that teachers could have drawn upon to enrich the 

practical outcomes of the task did not enter significantly into their 

deliberations. (p. 152) 

 

The role of subject specialists is another source of determining objectives. 

According to Tyler (1949), they have limited influence, they can bring a list of 

suggestions regarding the broad functions a particular subject can serve, they also can 

bring ideas about the contribution of their particular subject to other subjects. In this 

instance, it seems as though Tyler does not expect teachers to be subject specialists, so 

he offers direct involvement of the subject specialists to guide the teachers’ steps in 
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taking the subject matter into consideration for determining objectives. The subject 

specialists are not expected to contribute their knowledge to the selection and 

organization of learning experiences--are the teachers such specialists? 

 It is not clear from Tyler’s (1949) writing whose philosophy would be taken 

into consideration. The nature of private-individual teachers’ philosophy is completely 

different from the nature of an institution’s philosophy. Every single teacher has his or 

her own philosophy coming from private experiences and individual personality; thus 

forming individual opinions, beliefs and activities. The philosophy of any committee 

such as a school, district or state committee, is different in that it presents the general 

culture and traditions of the society they represent--it is a public philosophy. If 

teachers sitting on a committee are expected to decide the school’s philosophy, they 

might try to represent the mainstream culture and values. If teachers sit and think about 

a way to construct positive behavior in their specific classroom, they might consider 

their past personal experiences.  

With the blurred boundaries of who is doing the planning, it is not clear what 

kind of philosophy--private or public--is taking place in the process of developing 

curriculum. If it is private, it is not clear how teachers find consensus for the 

curriculum planning. If it is the public, it is not clear how the private philosophy takes 

its place when teachers need it for the instructions--can teachers give up their own 

philosophy when they teach? Or is there a way to maintain consistency when teachers 

translate public philosophy into their own philosophy? 
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As questioned earlier whether teachers are specialists in every subject learned 

in school, again it is not clear whether teachers have professional knowledge in 

psychology of learning. How does Tyler (1949) see this kind of specialization as 

different from the subject specialization required by specialists to help teachers 

determine objectives? 

 It appears as though the step of organizing instructions cannot be done by 

individual teachers because it deals with other levels, other teachers and other subject 

matters. It is not clear how the experiences needed for direct communication of 

individual teachers with specific learners go together with the organization of these 

experiences which have to be accomplished as group work. Maybe it can work on two 

different levels of thinking: teachers bring their individual experiences--one level of 

thinking--and then the committee creates continuity, sequence, and integration--

another level of thinking. Another option of working on two levels of thinking can be: 

the committee decides about the general organization of instruction--one level of 

thinking--and then each individual teacher creates the experiences under the general 

organization--another level of thinking. In any case, Tyler (1949) does not mention any 

difficulty in connecting between the general and the teachers’ level of thinking, 

therefore, he does not provide a solution for passing from one level to another.  

 Tyler’s (1949) only method of testing the curriculum is to examine the 

learners, yet it is interesting that he uses this method mainly for identifying the 

strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum plans and not for evaluating the learners 

themselves. There are no suggestions for evaluating the process of planning nor the 
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process of teaching. This strengthens the notion that Tyler does not make a distinction 

between planning curriculum in general and planning a specific situation of teaching, 

nor between thinking about planning and the actual teaching in the classroom. 

 To summarize, the discrepancy remains in Tyler’s (1949) rationale by way of 

not distinguishing between curriculum and instruction, by lack of explanation of the 

purposes of rational planning, by seeing only the rational components and not 

confronting them with the responsive teaching, by lack of differentiation between 

different options for planning, and by being vague on critical places of the decision 

making process.  

Penetrating the details of Tyler’s (1949) rationale emphasizes the small, 

practical difficulties that face those who choose Tyler’s rationale as their model to 

cope with the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. 

 Tyler (1949) himself feels that his Basic Principles of Curriculum and 

Instruction is a partial theory: “This book outlines one way of viewing an instructional 

program as a functioning instrument of education” (p. 1). It can be speculated that 

Tyler’s rationale becomes dominant because it offers a simple model for thinking 

about a detailed and complicated issue--how to make teaching more rational. As the 

analysis shows, this simplification conceals a meaningful discrepancy between 

curriculum and teaching. 
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Ben-Peretz’s Teacher-curriculum Encounter 

 To distinguish from Tyler (1949) who develops solutions toward a complete 

and unified model, Ben-Peretz (1990) makes room for the research literature and its 

ambiguity. She does not offer a model, but ideas and tools to think about and practice 

the curriculum-teaching link. Ben-Peretz is different from Tyler in giving recognition 

to curriculum and teaching as two different entities and by confronting the discrepancy 

of the link between them. 

 According to Ben-Peretz (1990), teachers are expected to overcome a stage of 

understanding the curriculum materials before they implement them by actual teaching 

in the classroom. Ben-Peretz focuses on this stage. She analyzes the teachers’ 

possibilities in understanding the curriculum materials. This specific stage provides 

teachers with “insights into the educational potential embodied in curriculum 

materials” (p. 109). According to Ben-Peretz, this stage is central in “freeing teachers 

from the tyranny of curriculum texts.” 

 Ben-Peretz (1990) coined the term “curriculum potential.” This concept means 

that “curriculum materials lend themselves to a variety of interpretations beyond the 

intentions of their developers, offering manifold opportunities for diverse uses in the 

classrooms” (p. xvi). Teachers have to see themselves as independent interpreters of 

the curriculum potential. 

Ben-Peretz (1990) introduces research evidence say that demonstrates how 

teachers keep their autonomy in choosing instructional strategies and time allocation, 

but she gives less weight to the “educational messages”--pedagogical decisions--of the 
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curriculum materials. Ben-Peretz mentions three possible reasons for teachers’ 

adherence to the pedagogical decisions of curriculum materials. First, teachers believe 

that the curriculum developers possess valid knowledge and expertise so they trust 

them. Second, teachers have lack of adequate training and practice so they are not able 

to elicit additional pedagogical decisions for themselves. Third, teachers believe that 

curriculum materials provide a comprehensive list of all possible main pedagogical 

decisions.  

Teachers, according to Ben-Peretz (1990), perceive curriculum materials as the 

authority. This perception can emerge from their limitations in using curriculum 

materials or from the combination of teachers’ limitation and the characteristics of 

materials. If the materials include a high degree of specification for instructional 

activities, they become obstacles to teachers’ autonomous decision making.  

Ben-Peretz (1990) distinguishes between different curriculum characteristics 

which are important for the teachers’ implementation of curriculum. Curriculum can 

be mandated or open for self initiation. Another distinction is between structured and 

sequential curriculum on one hand, and unstructured and modular curriculum on the 

other hand. Also there are differences in the level of details that curriculum includes. It 

can range between very detailed--including everything that teachers might think about-

-to general curriculum--including only guidelines. In addition, curriculum can have 

long or short anticipation of teaching time covered by curriculum materials.  

Ben-Peretz (1990) identifies some possibilities for helping teachers relate to 

curriculum. They can be curriculum choice makers, when they apply their own 



 

 

79 

 

principles and criteria in order to reach decisions about the specific curriculum content 

they teach. Another possible role for teachers can be curriculum adapters, when they 

change parts of the curriculum materials in response to the perceived needs of their 

learners and in line with their own interests. Teachers might consider creating their 

own curricula, when the policy makers allow it or when they need the curriculum for a 

special population or for a special situation. 

Teachers Attitude Toward Curriculum 

Ben-Peretz (1990) emphasizes two elements concerning curriculum materials 

that interest teachers most: the nature of the content presented in the materials, and the 

adaptability of materials to divergent learners’ needs. Ben-Peretz also emphasizes two 

concerns that many teachers identify regarding their relationship with curriculum 

materials. One, the decision whether they should aim at maximum coverage of 

materials or at in-depth teaching of certain selected issues. Two, the lack of knowledge 

about how to develop materials by themselves when it is needed. 

Curriculum Attitude Toward Teachers 

From analyzing curriculum materials, Ben-Peretz (1990) includes ways 

curriculum materials are related to teachers. She found that there is no consistency in 

this matter. In some curriculum materials teachers are treated as autonomous 

implementors--teachers were expected to introduce changes in materials, in content 

and in instructional strategies. In other curriculum materials, not much teacher 

involvement is required for adaptation or change. 



 

 

80 

 

Ben-Peretz (1990) offers two levels of interpretation in order to transform 

content knowledge and ideas into teachable and learnable forms. The first level is the 

preparation of curriculum materials based on scholarly knowledge. This process opens 

educational potential--content for teaching, methods of inquiry and possible personal 

and societal meanings of knowledge. The second level is the consideration of the 

variety of potential uses of curriculum materials while teachers plan their lessons. In 

this process, teachers may “go back,” so to speak, to the original questions asked by 

the developers, and decide to use the chosen components of the curriculum materials. 

Ben-Peretz (1990) offers frameworks and tools for the process of curriculum 

interpretation. The first framework is the distinction between subjective and objective 

modes of curriculum interpretation. The subjective mode is interpretation which is 

based “on personal knowledge and experiences, may be impressionistic and intuitive, 

guided by implicit criteria and by stated or unstated assumptions. Interpreters may base 

their interpretations on analogies to previous experiences” (p. 67). The objective mode 

is “guided be predetermined categories of analysis which stem from sources other than 

the personal knowledge and experience of the interpreter. The use of structured 

schemes of curriculum analysis is a prerequisite for objective interpretation” (p. 67). 

The frames of reference for the objective mode can be internal or external. The 

internal frames of reference are based on the rationale of curriculum developers. The 

external frames of reference are based on theoretical perspectives that are not part of 

the rationale of the curriculum unit.  
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 To summarize, Ben-Peretz (1990) confronts the discrepancy between teaching 

and curriculum and offers some ways for teachers to close the discrepancy and to 

enable a better link between curriculum and teaching. The question is: how much does 

this way of struggling with the link, help teachers reduce the discrepancy between 

curriculum and teaching? 

The Discrepancy in Ben-Peretz’s Teacher-curriculum Encounter 

In spite of Ben-Peretz’s (1990) offer for how to reduce the discrepancy 

between curriculum and teaching, there are still areas which maintain significant 

discrepancy. It is possible to observe those areas from the curriculum perspective as 

well as from the teaching perspective. 

Curriculum Perspective  

From the curriculum perspective, Ben-Peretz (1990) does not offer strategies 

for planning and writing curriculum in a way that helps teachers use them. As she 

suggests, curriculum might constrain teachers’ independence. What are they expected 

to do, when the curriculum does not allow teachers to elaborate and develop it?  

There are many ways for curriculum to maintain the “tyranny of texts” and not 

open options for teachers to interpret them. A common example is standardized tests 

which force teachers to teach specific curriculum content and in a specific way--the 

most efficient one--in order to enable their learners to achieve high scores. High scores 

can be a result of meaningful learning, but it also can be a result of limited learning 

that is focused on the limited aspects the tests cover. For example, giving the right 
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answers on an examination that asks for definitions of the concepts can be a result of a 

good understanding of the subject. Yet, this may lead to a situation of learning the 

definitions that are needed for the test only, without actually understanding the subject 

itself. It is obvious that teachers who have a large number of learners with large 

differences in their academic abilities, will choose the most efficient way to let their 

learners be successful on tests. 

Another example of how curriculum maintains the “tyranny of texts” is when 

curriculum is based on a new theory that is unfamiliar to the teachers. How can 

teachers have their own elaboration and development of a curriculum such as this? 

This is the case in many reforms that were born in the academic world. 

Often, it is not that the whole curriculum is inflexible for the teachers’ 

elaboration and development. An example is when curriculum mandates specific 

content for a specific grade. Other aspects of teacher preparation such as decisions 

about teaching strategies and evaluation, are open for teachers to freely present as they 

want. Yet, the mandating aspect may limit teachers’ opportunities to interpret 

curriculum because they must have a good understanding of the mandating aspect in 

order to be able to combine them with the other dimensions of their work. For 

example, teachers need to understand the ideas that stand behind content to be able to 

lay out this content properly as directions for individual learning.  

What Ben-Peretz (1990) ignores is that often the curriculum materials have 

absolute authority, not in teachers imagination or in confidence, but from other powers 

in the educational system. Curriculum can become powerful by supervisors who use 
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curriculum arbitrarily to control teachers’ work. Power can be used by parents who 

want to see that their child’s classroom is learning the same curriculum as other 

classrooms. 

Teaching Perspective 

From the teaching perspective, Ben Peretz (1990) does not offer suggestions 

for teachers on how to connect their consideration of curriculum to actual instruction. 

The tools offered by Ben Peretz, have the potential to help in reducing the discrepancy 

between curriculum and teaching on two levels: teachers’ understanding of curriculum 

and confronting teachers’ personality with the curriculum. They do not offer an 

operation of how this thinking and understanding becomes valuable for changing 

teachers’ behaviors in the classroom. It can happen that teachers have the knowledge 

and ability to analyze curriculum theoretically, but do not know how to connect their 

theoretical work with their practice in the classroom. 

Ben-Peretz (1990) cites research findings showing that teachers do not make 

pedagogical decisions when using curriculum for their teaching. She explains this by 

saying that teachers are idling or they do not have the ability to do so. Nevertheless, 

there are other possibilities for teachers to not make pedagogical decisions. They might 

not see ways to bridge between the mandated curriculum and their personal beliefs of 

how teaching should be done. When this is the case, teachers might give up their own 

understanding and choose to follow one of the following possible options: implement 

the curriculum text without putting effort to adjust it to the learners, ignore the 
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mandated curriculum and teach their own way focusing on their learners, or choose 

one of these ways but hide it by pretending that curriculum and teaching match each 

other. 

 The understanding of freeing teachers from the tyranny of texts presents a point 

of view in which the relationships between curriculum and the teachers’ actual 

teaching in the classroom exist independently in the educational process. In this case, 

existing independently means that curriculum materials are offered to teachers and 

teachers have the freedom to choose which curriculum materials to use if any at all. 

Existing independently also means that there are no meaningful forces other than a 

suggested curricula to influence teachers’ work and there are no meaningful forces 

other than teaching to influence the content of curriculum.  

 In the first paragraph of the first chapter, Ben-Peretz (1990) presents this point 

of view:  

     Curriculum topics and materials are prominent elements of the 

culture of schools. The choice of content for teaching, the nature of 

instructional materials, and the preferred modes of using these 

determine, to a large extent, the environment in which teachers, 

students, and materials are the tools of the trade of teaching. The 

adoption of appropriate materials and their skillful adaptation to 

specific classroom situations will either facilitate or hinder the teaching 

efforts of even the most dedicated of teachers. (p. 1) 

 

 It is not that Ben-Peretz (1990) does not mention other factors influencing the 

curriculum-teaching relationships. She brings factors which influence teachers’ work 

such as conflicting messages from the establishment in regard of teachers’ 

independence or pressure on teachers by external tests forcing them to follow specific 
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content in a specific way. Also, she mentions limitations of curriculum materials such 

as the need to follow mandated policy. Yet, the book sees all these factors as 

ambiguities and restrictions which can be overcome by the teachers if they know what 

their role is in relation to the curriculum and how to fulfill this role. 

There are other procedural difficulties which are not solvable in the current 

concept, such as when teachers are expected to do curriculum analysis in addition to 

their regular instructional preparation and other work loads; and how they 

communicate their ideas with others--peers as well as administrators. 

To conclude, the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching remains in Ben-

Peretz’s (1990) teaching-curriculum encounter. It remains, in spite of the fact that she 

is aware of the discrepancy and in spite of her suggestions to teachers on learning how 

to reduce the discrepancy.  

The detailed analysis of Ben Peretz’s (1990) teaching-curriculum encounter 

shows that a wide discrepancy remains because of several reasons. From the 

curriculum perspective, it seems that curriculum receives its authority from powers in 

the education system other than teachers. Also, curriculum is understood to be static 

and is not expected to be flexible for teachers’ use. From the teaching perspective, 

there are no solutions offered for how to overcome the most difficult step of the link, 

the step between theoretical understanding and actual teaching. In addition, it is not 

clear how teachers would use their curriculum analysis and understanding when there 

is a lack of adjustment between curriculum and teachers’ personal beliefs. More than 
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that, it is not clear how curriculum analysis and understanding takes into 

consideration the whole complexity of the teacher’s role.  

Are There Other Possible Solutions 

 One might think that the solutions given by Tyler (1949) and Ben-Peretz 

(1990) for reducing the discrepancy may not be perfect, but after analyzing their 

theories and isolating the weaknesses, it might be possible to improve one weakness at 

a time and by that to improve the link between curriculum and teaching. 

 One example of an attempt to improve Tyler’s (1949) rationale is Schwab’s 

(1970) offer to let teachers lead the process of change. Schwab is aware of the tension 

that occurs when rational and practical thinking have to be conducted in coordination 

for actual teaching. He suggests letting teachers lead the planning process according to 

their practical thinking which is based on their experience and their needs for actual 

classroom teaching.  

 It is impossible to accompany Schwab’s (1970) offer with a detailed analysis 

on how he copes with the curriculum-teaching discrepancy because he offers 

principles and not practical solutions. Yet, it is possible to see that he is trapped by the 

same problem as Tyler (1949): do teachers have the perspective, curriculum 

knowledge, content knowledge, tools, frame of work and time to become the 

representatives of society? If there is any curriculum policy which represents society, 

the tension between society and learners will show up and create a discrepancy at the 

point where practice meets mandates. 
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The solution of constructivism is no less complicated. A constructivist view 

sees the learner at the center and does not see the particular knowledge of any society 

to be “covered” by the teachers and “passed on” to learners, but as areas of experience 

and ideas to which learners relate their own associations and concepts for these topics 

(Duit & Confrey, 1996; Mansfield & Happs, 1996). At first glance it seems that 

constructivists resolve the tension by putting the power of society aside. 

Is it possible for teachers to put society’s knowledge aside? The answer is no. 

Even in constructivist classrooms, there are messages from society, different from the 

messages in classrooms that work under a mandated curriculum. Messages from 

society in a constructivist classroom include: fulfilling learners’ needs as individuals 

and as a group of learners is most important for their development, traditional societal 

knowledge by itself is not that important and learners can gain meaningful knowledge 

by letting them experience the environment (Duit & Confrey, 1996; Mansfield & 

Happs, 1996; McNeil, 1995). 

The main advantage of constructivism is that teachers are relieved from the 

tension between society and learners. The main disadvantages are that constructivism 

comes with different societal knowledge and with much more burden and loneliness 

for teachers (Gallagher, 1996). Any attempt to support a constructive teacher by any 

kind of curriculum materials will be trapped by the same discrepancy between 

curriculum and teaching. 
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In any case, the point is that in the current conceptual understanding the 

blanket is not big enough to cover the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. 

An attempt to cover one difficulty leaves other sides of the discrepancy uncovered. 

 

 

The Problem 

 

 

Lamm (1986) argues that this discrepancy between curriculum and teaching is 

an inherent difficulty of education; it is impossible to reduce it significantly and it is 

necessary to learn to live with it. If this true, then there is a need to seriously lower the 

expectations of reform or to improve teaching through curriculum. 

 This lowering of expectations may not impact only the understanding of 

curriculum and teaching, but more than that, it may impact any organizational work 

connected to curriculum or teaching. For example, policy makers have little hope that 

their policy, which goes through curriculum to teachers, will be implemented in the 

way they want; curriculum materials’ writers should not expect their materials to be 

fully used by teachers; and instructional supervisors who come to lead implementation 

of curriculum in actual teaching have to reconcile that they cannot do too much and 

they might even place burden on the teachers, because they are trying to impose an 

impossible situation on teachers. 
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 It looks as though there is a weakness in the current concept. It gives the 

illusion that curriculum can lead teaching and that there is possibility for teachers to be 

implementors of curriculum and to bridge between society and learners.  

 The problem of this dissertation is attempt to address two questions: 

1.  What are the difficulties in the current concept of the link between       

       curriculum and teaching?  

2. Is another concept possible that could offer a more effective link between 

curriculum and teaching? 

 The question about what the difficulties are goes one step further to ask what 

kind of difficulties are present and what is missing when the discrepancy between 

curriculum and teaching is part of practical thinking in education. 

 The question about the possibility to offer a different concept of the link 

attempts to resolve the issue of the difficulties. The alternative concept of the link is 

based on three agreements. One, that society should influence, but not dictate, what the 

learners study in schools. Two, that reforms through curriculum are important, but 

curriculum should be not only representative of the society but also should bring the 

teaching perspective as part of its planning. Three, teaching planning should be a 

central vertebra in linking curriculum to teaching.  

 Generally, Chapters III through VIII deal with the first question and Chapters 

IX and X deal with the second question. Specifically, the analysis of absence that is 

offered does not only deal with the difficulty of the current concept, but also opens 
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room for the new concept of the link. The latter is accomplished by laying out what 

teaching planning is and then going back to search for what are the difficulties. 

Teaching Planning as a Hidden Vertebra 

 

 

 Is it not true that teaching planning already serves as a vertebra to link 

between curriculum and teaching? Until a better explanation is given for what 

teaching planning is, the use of this term is general, for any idea includes planning 

actions that have been carried out by teachers. This question is examined in four 

phases. First, search for a specific common term. Second, present arguments against 

teaching planning. Third, review field research on the idea of teaching planning. 

Fourth, review literature from teaching and curriculum perspectives on the role of 

teaching planning in linking  curriculum and teaching. 

Search for a Specific Common Term 

There is no common agreed upon term for teaching planning. This makes it 

difficult not only to find literature concerning this subject, but more significantly, it 

does not enable researchers to bring accumulative meaning to existing knowledge. 

 Some professionals use the term curriculum planning for individual teacher 

planning as well as for a group of teachers that structure school curriculum and for 

curriculum developers who write curriculum for specific contents. Those professionals 

consider only the process of planning and not who is doing the planning (Marsh, Day, 

Hannay, & McCutcheon, 1990). 
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 Most of the publications from the teaching perspective use the term lesson 

planning. Lesson planning emphasizes the role of planning as preparation for 

decisions that take place in the classroom (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Joyce & Weil, 

1996; Walker, 1991).  

 From the time Schön (1983) coined the term reflective teaching, the emphasis 

was on how individual teachers reflect on their own work. Reflecting on one lesson, by 

definition becomes the source of thinking for the next lesson; thus reflection includes 

planning. 

Another term for the idea of teaching planning is instructional planning. It was 

raised by Bellon et al. (1992). They describe the term in this way:  

Although effective planning is not an antidote for all the ills that face 

schools, it can help teachers keep their energies focused on helping 

students learn. When teachers have time to conceptualize the planning 

process properly and engage in comprehensive instructional planning, 

they are more likely to be effective instructional managers. They are 

better able to predict how to make the best use of time and space, and 

materials to achieve learning goals and objectives. They can make 

conscious decisions about instructional priorities in order to make the 

best use of scarce resources. (p. 31) 

 

This description emphasizes the importance of planning for more efficient 

actual teaching. There is no explanation under this term for how instructional planning 

helps overcome the difficulties in bridging between goal and objectives that represent 

the curriculum and their implementation in actual teaching. 

Clark and Peterson (1986) wrote a research summary on teachers’ thought 

processes. They include under the umbrella of “teachers’ thought” three different 

subjects: teacher planning, teachers’ interactive thoughts and decisions, and teachers’ 
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theories and beliefs. From the summary on the subject of teacher planning, it is 

possible to draw two conclusions about the use of the term teacher planning. First, 

literature which deals directly with teacher planning was published mostly before the 

early 1980. Even then it never became a main field of inquiry. Second, the term 

teacher planning serves different operations: allocating instructional time for subject 

matter or for learners, reviewing instructional content for coming lesson, organizing a 

schedule of a day or a week or a term or a year, meeting administrative requirements 

or a finding a way to communicate with substitute teachers. It also serves to transform 

curriculum into teaching, meaning dealing with the link between curriculum and 

teaching.  

 A specific common term for the idea of teaching planning does not exist. More 

than that, teacher planning has many different messages of what the purpose of 

planning is. 

Arguments Against Teaching Planning 

There is no agreement among professionals on the need for planning at all. 

Three main arguments are common in their denial of the need for teaching planning. 

The first argument is based on the general belief that a single teacher does not have the 

authority to decide what to teach. According to this belief, it is society’s role to make 

those kinds of decisions and to plan for the implementation of them in the classroom 

(Walker & Soltis, 1992). The second argument argues that teaching is an art (Howard, 

1992), and as in any other art, the creativity and the ability to work spontaneously can 
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be critical for good teaching. The third argument is a practical one, since there are too 

many technical difficulties such as lack of time, lack of finance, that become obstacles 

for teachers when planning (Marsh et al., 1990; Walker & Soltis, 1992). 

Review of Field Research 

 There is no comprehensive research on how teachers make their planning and 

what the purpose of their planning is.  

 In their summary of literature review on types and functions of teacher 

planning, Clark and Peterson (1986) lay out three concerns of the research on 

planning. First, the research on teacher planning has a tendency to focus on a single 

type of planning and on an elementary level only. Second, while the teaching study 

emphasizes lesson planning, the research on teachers, usually expert, shows that they 

rarely use written lesson planning for their teaching. Third, the research is limited to 

planning which is part of particular instructions and neglects the planning as an 

important action itself. 

 Researchers, even when they considered simple lesson planning, mention 

planning as a complex process for teachers (Shulman, 1987). Planning demands 

special thinking skills and a lot of time and effort (Porter & Brophy, 1988). Morine-

Dershimer (1979) found that written plans rarely reflect the teacher’s entire plan which 

has the shape of images and thoughts of what is going to happen during the lessons.  

 Even teachers who learned to plan during their pre-service education, do not 

implement this knowledge when they become in-service teachers. Rather, they prefer 
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to develop their informal, real, unique, and as easy as possible “planning” that serves 

their needs while actual teaching takes place. Tyler’s (1949) rationale for planning 

which is largely accepted by theoreticians, is the type of planning least used by 

teachers (Gage & Berliner, 1989). It does not take long for novice teachers to adapt the 

accepted plan in the school they assimilate to (Bellon et al., 1992). 

 School administrators see teaching planning as an obvious element of teaching. 

Yet, when they are asked about the importance of planning, they seldom talk about the 

teaching complexity and quality. Often, they speak about administrative issues such as 

lesson plans for substitute teachers (McCutcheon, 1980), or being able to present a 

unified school curriculum (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 1995). 

 Research that deals with how teachers use curriculum materials (Cohen & Ball, 

1990a; Sabar, 1988; Stodolsky, 1988) employ two main research methods: 

interviewing teachers and observing their work. Researches assume that teachers do 

the thinking and selecting process while using curriculum materials, so when 

interviewing them, the inner planning process surfaces. Research does not mention 

written planning mainly because it does not exist or it is used more to satisfy the 

administration than describe the teachers’ planning process. 

Manners of Planning 

There are eight types of planning in use: weekly, daily, unit, long-range, lesson, 

short-range, yearly, and term. Most of the types are concerned mainly with the 

question: how can a teacher organize what is supposed to be taught (the content) in a 
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limited frame of time? The unit is the most meaningful for teachers and it is concerned 

also with presenting the content in a sequential, systematic way (Clark & Yinger, 

1979). 

 Teachers tend not to commit plans to paper. When there are strong 

administrative pressures to do so, teachers write the planning for administrative 

purposes and not for their own needs. If there is any writing, an outline or list of topics 

is the most typical forms of planning (Morine-Dershimer, 1979). Teachers do not put 

effort into long-range planning because they think that the unpredictability of changes 

in school schedules and interruptions makes such planning counterproductive 

(McCutcheon, 1980). 

 Teachers do have images of how they see the classroom work. Those images 

serve as scenarios that guide the teachers’ actions until something goes wrong. In 

imagining those scenarios, teachers mostly think about content and activities and 

rarely think about objectives (Morine-Dershimer, 1979; Smith & Sendelbach, 1979). 

Teachers start planning by choosing activities for the learners in the classroom. They 

identify objectives at the end of the planning process usually because it is required and 

not part of their choice (Yinger, 1979). 

 Schmidt, Porter, Floden, Freeman, and Schwille (1987) found four patterns of 

teacher planning through interviews with eighteen teachers. Six were identified as “the 

classic textbook-follower,” six followed the text but were also influenced by learner 

differences, three were most strongly influenced by district objectives, and three relied 

chiefly upon past experiences. The findings show that 15 out of 18 teachers, related in 
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one way or another to curriculum--given textbooks or given objectives--but none who 

used curriculum did extra planning for his or her classrooms. 

 Much of planning concentrates on the “activities” that teachers bring to their 

classroom, also teachers start to think about what instructions to give, before thinking 

about what needs to be learned (Yinger, 1979). Morine-Dershimer (1979) and Smith 

and Sendelbach (1979) found out that teachers think with mental images for guiding 

their activity in the classroom. These findings give a clue for understanding why 

teachers have difficulties in putting their planning in written form--analytical and 

rational by nature (McCutcheon, 1980). 

The Need for Planning 

It often appears as if teachers plan for the purpose of solving problems and not 

for gaining a better process of thinking about teaching or professional improvement. 

Occasionally, planning seems to emerge from external demands such as meeting the 

administrators’ order or for use by substitute teachers (McCutcheon, 1980). 

Occasionally, planning seems to emerge from the internal needs of a teacher, such as 

the need to reduce uncertainty and anxiety and broaden confidence and security, or the 

need to organize the instruction to meet specific goals or simply to lead the action of 

instruction (Clark & Yinger, 1979).  

 According to Borko and Niles (1987), novice teachers especially need planning 

as a matter of their survival. Plans that are made at the beginning of the year, dealing 

with classroom management and the classroom’s social environment, are critically 
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important for novice teachers, because of the habits that last all year long. This is to 

say that planning is used to establish a set of classroom routines so teachers are able to 

manage their classrooms (Shavelson, 1983). This brings the thinking that experienced 

teachers need planning much less or not at all, because they are already able to 

establish and to maintain routines without the pre-action of planning. 

 Clark and Peterson (1986), in their literature review on planning, write: “The 

most obvious function of teacher planning in American schools is to transform and 

modify curriculum to fit the unique circumstances of each teaching situation” (p. 262). 

Yet, when they introduce research on planning, there is very limited data dealing with 

this function or with most other kinds of relationships between curriculum and 

teaching. 

 Only one study out of eight represented by Clark and Peterson’s (1986) 

summary sees teacher planning as serving the link. It is a qualitative research on one 

second grade teacher designed by Clark and Elmore (1981) to follow teacher planning 

over the course of a year. In this case, the researchers asked the teacher to initiate the 

planning. Clark and Elmore classify teacher planning activity into three groups: one, 

curriculum adaptation to fit teacher’s knowledge and priorities, and unique classroom 

situation; two, learning of structure and content of a new curriculum; and three, 

developing a practical schedule for instruction. In a way, these categories are close to 

the link between curriculum and teaching but have limited understanding of 

curriculum as being good materials for teachers in helping them choose what to teach 

and how to schedule it.  
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 To conclude, it is possible to say that the need for planning is more of a “band-

aid remedy” than a significant vertebra between curriculum and teaching. 

Literature Review from Teaching and Curriculum Perspectives 

Scanning the literature from teaching and curriculum perspectives, it is very 

rare to find offers of teaching planning as a necessary vertebra for linking curriculum 

and teaching. This is especially meaningful because these kinds of sources represent 

ideal situations of curriculum planning and implementation and teaching. If the 

research literature does not see planning as crucial for linking curriculum and teaching, 

why expect it from teachers in the field? 

There are some books that include teacher planning as part of their content, but 

still do not give it the role of linking curriculum and teaching. Following, are some 

examples. 

Eby (1998) puts “reflective planning” at the center of her work on teaching 

improvement. “Reflective” emphasizes the need to be aware of what the teachers think 

and do. “Planning” relates to mental and practical preparation done prior to actual 

teaching. 

Hunter (1994) sees the need for planning as part of the decision making 

process of teaching. She talks about “curricular decisions” separately from “planning 

for effective instruction.” When she refers to curricular decisions, she see the teachers’ 

responsibility  

from goals that reflect the values of a society, the school curriculum is 

extrapolated: a feat of educational engineering that provides a blueprint 
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for achievement of the desire learning. From this blueprint, a teacher 

must derive the major instructional objectives for which that teacher is 

responsible. (p. 52) 

 

In the chapter on planning, she offers a pre-lesson planning stage. In this stage 

the teachers decide about the objectives and the only connection to curriculum is to the 

“general content of process area.” In this way of making curriculum general and 

unobligatory, the planning is not really troubled by the curriculum. 

McNeil and Wiles (1990) offer teachers a set of questions whose answers 

enable teachers to pass from curriculum to teaching: 

The planning process begins with a series of questions that the teacher 

must answer prior to detailed planning: 

 

1. What am I expected to teach? 

2. Why am I teaching this to my students? 

3. Who am I teaching this material to? 

4. What is the appropriate level of instruction? 

5. What is the expected outcome or product? 

6. How can classroom learning best be organized to achieve this 

outcomes? 

7. What can I do to get students to learn in this manner? 

 

     The answers to these and other questions lead the teacher from the 

global guidelines of the curriculum to the daily activities of the 

classroom. (p. 103) 

 

 The discrepancy in the link between curriculum and teaching is found in steps 

one and two. The authors do not offer planning or other solutions for this. This is 

despite knowing that “this is a serious question and one that many teachers find 

difficult to answer” (McNeil & Wiles, 1990, p. 104). 

 Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) raise an argument regarding two contradictory 

views: seeing teachers’ decision making process as a predictable rational and explicit 
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process of logical steps in search of optimal solutions, and seeing teachers’ decision 

making process as an unpredictable science of muddling through. Those who believe 

that decision making is unpredictable think that the rational decision theory is based on 

some wrong assumptions. The first assumption is that teaching problems can be 

clearly defined and delineated. The second assumption is that it is possible to find sets 

of clear defined alternatives. The third assumption is that there is a kind of objective 

formula, such as defined academic objectives which enable teachers to judge the 

alternatives and find the right solution.  

In fact, teachers work under low expectations, they “seek to uncover and select 

satisfactory rather then optimal alternatives” (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993, p. 119), so 

the rational model which seeks perfection does not fit the way teaching happens. The 

people who believe in the predictability of teaching, think that because there are no 

definite solutions and because teaching sets priorities between many variables, there is 

a need for thinking before classroom teaching about the goals and objectives as a tool 

for selecting teacher activities.  

 Schön (1983) offers a middle road between the predictable and the 

unpredictable. On one hand, he offers not to accept “muddling through” without any 

judgment and demands, but on the other hand he does not accept the ability to think 

about teaching in a rational way outside the teaching process. His offer is to criticize, 

restructure and test intuitive understandings of experienced phenomena on-the-spot, as 

a reflective conversation with the situation. 



 

 

101 

 

 As an extension of Schön’s (1983) idea, Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) 

suggest a typology of teachers’ decision making. They bring two factors, when 

combined are critical for deciding what is the proper way to make decisions. The first 

factor is how much agreement and how easy to identify are the goals and the learning 

outcomes. The second factor is how well-defined and easy to identify is the teaching 

strategy. If there is high agreement about the goals and they are easy to identify and if 

the teaching strategy for achieving those goals is well-defined and easy to identify, the 

best way for teachers to make decisions is through rational decision making. If there is 

low agreement about the goals and they are difficult to identify but the strategy is well-

defined and easy to identify, the best way is to muddle through decision making--make 

decisions step by step during the practical teaching process. If there is high agreement 

about the goals and the learning outcomes but the strategy is not well-defined, the best 

way is to collaborate with learners in the process of decision making. The last choice is 

when there is a low agreement about the goals and the learning outcomes and the 

teaching strategy are also not well-defined, then they suggest “garbage can” decision 

making which means that the circumstances rule the decisions as they come--if it 

works it is good, if it does not work there is a need to change the activities. 

 Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993) have an implicit assumption which is held by 

most curriculum developers, that teaching is an echo of curriculum, a reaction and 

implementation, and offer that teaching planning be the first step of reaction. This puts 

teaching planning in the link between curriculum and teaching but not as an 

independent vertebra. 
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 Another example of curriculum perspective is Pratt’s (1994) work. He focuses 

on the effectiveness of teaching and says: “At the heart of schooling and at the heart of 

its effectiveness lie the interactive experiences of students and teachers. The entire 

educational enterprise, and the primary energies of teachers, are directed toward the 

planning and provision of these experiences” (p. 193). 

 Pratt (1994) does not deal with how teachers should use curriculum. Instead he 

deals under the outline “Planned Lessons” with the question of what makes teachers 

effective:  

The effectiveness studies point to the quality of lesson planning by 

teachers as a major factor in student learning. Lessons that best enhance 

student learning and attitudes are intellectually challenging, using more 

higher order questions and encouraging creative imagination and 

problem solving. (p. 193) 

 

For Pratt (1994), lesson planning is an implementing tool to reach effective 

learning. For him, lesson planning is a tool in the same way as other teachers’ actions 

in the classroom are tools for enhancing learning. Curriculum work and teaching work 

are not linked. 

For Walker (1991), not having a link is not problematic at all. He believes that 

if curriculum deliberation is as it should be and teachers are doing their part, including 

the planning, then actual teaching in the classroom would be perfect. 

Walker (1991) believes that the difficulties in implementing curriculum are 

fundamentally practical rather than theoretical. Curriculum developers do not know 

how to deliberate curriculum in the correct way and teachers do not know how to plan 

and give instruction well enough. 
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 The examples given by professionals from the two perspective curriculum and 

teaching do not see teaching planning as a vertebra for the link between curriculum 

and teaching. 

 To summarize, teaching planning seems to be a hidden vertebra in the 

professional literature. The idea is there, but without being given a specific common 

term or differentiation from other planning or teachers’ thinking concepts. Also, there 

is evidence from the field that “the actual practice of planning for instruction leaves 

much to be desired” (Bellon et al., 1992, p. 30). More than that, there are heavy 

arguments against the idea of planning by teachers. In addition, the teaching 

perspective emphasizes planning as a tool for teacher preparation and the decision 

making process ignores the dependence of teaching on curriculum. The curriculum 

perspective ignores the complexity of teaching and the need to adjust teaching to the 

learners.  

From this literature review and analysis, it is possible to see that the current 

concept of teaching planning and of the link between curriculum and teaching does 

not give a clear meaningful place to this planning. Planning exists but is unexploited 

and unvalued. As a vertebra between curriculum and teaching the teaching planning 

idea is hidden. Later on, in the discussion of analysis of absence, it is argued that the 

phenomenon of teaching planning being hidden causes a significant absence in the 

understanding of curriculum, teaching and other educational practical thoughts that are 

connected to the link between curriculum and teaching.  



 

 

CHAPTER III 

 

 

ANALYSIS OF ABSENCE--THE RESEARCH TOOL 

 

 

What is analysis of absence? Why is it needed in this study? What are the 

advantages and the limitations expected from this analysis? What are the steps to 

operate the analysis? These are the questions this chapter attempts to answer. 

Presenting Analysis of Absence  

 The term analysis of absence has been coined for this study, but the process of 

analysis of absence is used in everyday thinking as well as in scientific inquiries. The 

following explanation of this process starts by using an analogy of practical problem 

solving. Then, a short example from natural science follows and last, an example from 

education is given. 

 Imagine you are a new manager in a human resource company who has to 

mutually satisfy the needs of workplaces and available workers from an employee 

pool. Your boss has chosen you to solve a problem: too often the workplace and the 

worker are not satisfied with each other. The manager before you had done a great job 

in improving quality of tests and interviews for selecting workers on one hand, and in 

improving strategies to define the workplace needs on the other hand. Those steps led 

to a slight upgrading of the level of satisfaction with each other. Still, there were too 
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many factors not taken into account; thus weakening the chance for mutual 

satisfaction. You, as the new manager, can choose a common and rational way to 

improve the existing process and to find more tests for the workers and more precise 

definitions for the workplace needs. You estimate the chances of success of the 

expected problem solving in the existing process and come to the conclusion that this 

way does not lead to meaningful improvement. You might decide instead, to offer a 

different process than the one in use. First, you might imagine an alternative, ideal 

process bringing mutual satisfaction to worker and workplace. Then, you might 

compare the existing process and your alternative. Any discrepancy you might find 

between the two is the absence. The method of imagining an alternative process and 

comparing it with the existing process is the analysis of absence.  

 This process takes place in scientific thinking when researchers abandon 

traditional theories and models in favor of new and yet unproved theories and models. 

For example, Mendel’s discovery of the laws of genetics was based on his analysis of 

the concept of the gene. At the time, this concept was very vague, but it gave a starting 

point and direction for explaining heredity. His analysis emphasized the discrepancy 

between what had been explained before and this new way of thinking. The absence 

created the necessity to find chemical and physiological explanations for such a gap. 

The recognition of the absence led to research which enabled a discovery of the 

structure of DNA and genetic coding. In effect, the absence was the driving force to re-

conceptualize.  
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 In the educational study, Eisner (1985) uses the concept “null curriculum” to 

describe curriculum that does not exist. He writes while explaining the importance of 

the absence:  

… if we are concerned with the consequences of school programs and 

the role of curriculum in shaping those consequences, then it seems to 

me that we are well advised to consider not only the explicit and 

implicit curricula of schools but also what schools do not teach. It is my 

thesis that what schools do not teach may be as important as what they 

do teach. I argue this position because ignorance is not simply a neutral 

void; it has important effects on the kinds of options one is able to 

consider, the alternatives that one can examine, and the perspectives 

from which one can view a situation or problem. The absence of a set 

of considerations or perspectives or the inability to use certain 

processes for appraising a context biases the evidence one is able to 

take into account. (p. 97) 

 

Later on, Eisner (1985) offers ways to use the knowledge about the absence as 

a consideration in developing curriculum. 

The main importance of using analysis of absence is the option it offers in 

releasing researchers from the necessity to develop theory gradually and continuously 

based on previous literature and concepts. This means there is an option to find new 

directions that give opportunity for the intuition of professionals to influence thought 

development.  

Analysis of absence does not neglect the rational process, but the stages are 

different from gradual theory development. At first, the presentation of the alternative 

concept looks arbitrary. Yet, when the alternative concept is compared with current 

theory, new questions arise and open opportunity for different answers which might 

help develop alternative conceptualization. 
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The Need for Analysis of Absence in this Study 

Curriculum and teaching are central pillars of education. It becomes clear from 

the literature review and analysis that the theory of curriculum and the theory of 

teaching leave a discrepancy between the two concepts and that there is not enough 

theory about the link between curriculum and teaching to resolve this discrepancy. 

This limits the chance to maintain a high level of connection between society’s 

knowledge and intentions as well as the chance to reform teaching by offering new 

curriculum. This also limits the chance to develop curriculum that offers options for 

teachers’ responsibilities for their particular learners and for their own professional 

needs. 

 The common and rational way to solve a symptom such as this discrepancy, is 

to ask why those two vertebras--curriculum and teaching--are not linked effectively to 

each other, find the reasons why they are not linked, and then offer a cure for the 

limitations in the curriculum vertebra or in the teaching vertebra or in the connection 

between them. For example, one of the reasons for limitations might be that teachers 

do not know how to use new curriculum. A solution might be to offer special courses 

that teach them how to use new curriculum (Ariav, 1991; Cohen & Ball, 1990b). 

Another limitation might be that the way curriculum developers present curriculum 

restrict the teaching. A solution in this case might be to change the presentation of the 

curriculum. Yet, another limitation might be that curriculum does not use a language 
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close enough to teachers’ language; thus there is a need to find an alternative language 

to link the two vertebras.  

 This common and rational problem-solving process is useful when theory is 

developed enough to open options for further and deeper explanations and solutions. 

There are two conditions for theory to become the basis for rational problem-solving: 

one, that there is an accepted theory to be based on, and two, that the difficulties can 

be isolated and defined in this theory.  

With regard to the link between curriculum and teaching, the above conditions 

have not been fulfilled. In spite of the fact that there is an implicit agreement on the 

pattern of how curriculum and teaching are linked, as illustrated in Figure 4, the 

literature rarely sees the link itself as a process to learn, to examine in research or as a 

case for offering ways to improve it.  

For the most part, researchers consider one side of the link only. Researchers 

who consider the teaching side (Ben-Peretz, 1990; Sabar, 1988) ask questions of how 

teachers use curriculum and how they can improve its use. Those questions assume 

that the link includes a given discrepancy between curriculum and teaching and that 

teachers have to accept the discrepancy, learn it and find ways to struggle with it 

(Ariav, 1991). Researchers who conduct educational inquiry from a curriculum 

perspective ask questions such as, how curriculum can become part of the teaching 

work (Griffin, 1991), or how to minimize the discrepancy (Delano, 1993). Those 

questions assume that it is possible to solve the discrepancy by changing components 

in the curriculum itself.  
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The few researchers who see the link itself as a meaningful process to research 

try to make the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching explicit (Lamm, 1986) 

or look for new directions in changing the nature of the link (Schwab, 1970). 

Nevertheless, the literature does not allow gradual theory development of the link 

There are no identifiable concepts for explaining the discrepancy of the link, so the 

potential difficulties and limitations of the link cannot be isolated and defined in this 

theory. 

An analysis of absence can replace the accepted common and rational 

processes of identifying difficulties, finding reasons for the difficulties, and addressing 

the reasons in theory in order to solve them.  

Expected Advantages of the Analysis of Absence 

Too often alternative theories or alternative thought in social sciences ignore 

previous theories and thought and start the conceptualization all over from the 

beginning. This leads to some difficulties for theoreticians and practitioners.  

For theoreticians, it burdens their ability to combine theories or to use one 

theory to develop another one, even when the basic understanding is similar. For 

example, Piaget’s child development theory and Vygotsky’s theory of learning in the 

Zone of Proximal Development both deal with child development and both agree upon 

the influence of social environment on child development. Yet, the fact that they use 

different concepts means any attempt to combine them is speculation because of not 

having a common denominator connecting the concepts of the two theories.  
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For practitioners, it is even more complicated because they need constant 

personal theory to guide their decisions in the classrooms (Clark & Peterson, 1986). 

For example, if teachers think in terms of Piaget’s concept about learning that happens 

as a result of conflict with the social or physical environment, it might be problematic 

for them to change this concept and to start thinking in terms of Vygotsky’s concept 

that sees the environment as pulling the learners forward in their Zone of Proximal 

Development. 

 Analysis of absence opens options to maintain interactions between an original 

theory or thought on a specific subject and the changes in it. This has special meaning 

when the changes do not gradually develop from the original theory or thought. 

Analysis of absence indeed started from an unfamiliar concept but then integrated the 

alternative concept in the original theory or thought. In the example of this paper, the 

unfamiliar alternative concept--teaching planning--is integrated with the original 

theory of the link between curriculum and teaching.  

 The integration of the alternative concept with the original theory and thought 

is manifested in the difficulties of that original theory and thought. Consequently, it 

opens options to branch away from particular theory or thought to a new alternative 

explanation. In the study of the link between curriculum and teaching, the use of the 

concept of teaching planning to identify difficulties in the thought of instructional 

supervision and curriculum policy, opens options to branch away from the theory of 

the link between curriculum and teaching.  
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In branching away to an alternative explanation that uses teaching planning, the 

potential to maintain relationships between the current and alternative concept is 

actuated. This might happen because the same concept of teaching planning, which 

previously encountered difficulties, would have an important role in alternative 

explanation in the future.  

For example, the main difficulty in one of the instructional supervision 

approaches is that it gives supervisors the duty of collecting information from teacher 

lessons, believing that this information is sufficient for understanding the teaching 

process. This difficulty was discovered by offering teaching planning as an additional 

option for communication between supervisors and teachers. Now, developing an 

alternative explanation for supervision probably includes teaching planning as a basic 

concept in the explanation. 

Expected Limitations of the Analysis of Absence 

Analysis of absence is limited to cases in which researchers are familiar with 

current established theory or thought, can realize their potential to explain social 

phenomena or to create processes in the social environment, and can come up with an 

alternative concept or idea which might help branch away from the current familiar 

theory or thought. 

 Analysis of absence is only the first phase of a whole process. It suggests 

changes and gives direction by offering an alternative concept, but it does not offer 
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alternative theory nor other choices for alternative thought. For this, further conceptual 

development is needed.  

Steps of Analysis of Absence 

The analysis of absence starts by offering an alternative, ideal concept that 

seems to have the capacity to serve as a basic concept of alternative thought. In the 

example of the link between curriculum and teaching, the alternative concept is 

teaching planning. This concept is expected to serve as a vertebra that changes the 

nature of the explanation about this link.  

After offering an alternative concept, the analysis of absence examines 

different examples of thought in current theory with the alternative concept in mind. 

The alternative concept serves as a new criterion for examination. An analogy to 

explain this examination is a person walking at night in darkness who sees himself 

functioning reasonably well (current theory) and is suddenly given a pair of night 

vision glasses (alternative concept). These glasses instantly improve the person’s 

vision. This is the power of the alternative concept in that it enables different 

perspectives of current theory. The question of the examination is: what does the 

concept enable us to see that current theory does not recognize? In other words, what 

are the difficulties in thought that uses the current theory?  

Figure 7 below illustrates the steps of analysis of absence. After introducing 

the alternative concept in step one, the analysis of absence examines examples of 
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thoughts from current theory. The examination includes: presentation of current 

thought--step two--and looking for absence in the current thought--step three. 

 

Step one:   Define alternative concept 

 

Examination of thought 

in current theory 

 

Step two:                  Thought presentation 

 

Step three:            Look for absence 

 

Figure 7. The steps of analysis of absence. 

 

In this study, after offering the concept of teaching planning, analysis of 

absence examines three practical examples of thought examinations. Thoughts as 

practical examples is the way scholarly professionals structure their knowledge for 

leading others in their field or under their responsibility.  

The three examples of thought examinations come from three different parts of 

the link between curriculum and teaching (Figure 4). Also, each of the thought 

examinations uses a different kind of practical literature. The combination of different 

parts and different kinds of literature can give a sense of how broad the understanding 

of the current concept of the link is, and what the scope of the difficulties is.  
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The examination of Oregon State curriculum policy relates to the proposed aim 

of education and mandated curriculum planning. The examination relates to formal 

documents that represent the policy. Oregon State curriculum policy is a new active 

policy legislated in 1991. It attempts to meet the needs of the society of the twenty-first 

century and it is still in a process of developing the implementation. It is important to 

examine policy because it is expected to determine and lead the teaching. The way of 

making policy and content of policy can influence the effectiveness of the link 

between curriculum and teaching.  

The examination of curriculum materials relates to the means of passing 

curriculum planning to teachers. The examination relates to particular materials in 

mathematics. The examination enables a look at what curriculum developers think is 

important for teachers to learn from the curriculum materials and how the curriculum 

developers expect teachers to use the materials. Analyzing specific curriculum 

materials makes it possible to zoom in on the details of the absence and the 

difficulties. The reason for choosing Visual Mathematics is that this curriculum 

attempts to bring teachers as much information as possible so as to give them as much 

help as possible in their actual teaching. 

The examination of approaches to instructional supervision is an example of 

understanding whose role it is to lead teaching to best implement curriculum. 

Instructional supervision is not part of the link between curriculum and teaching itself 

but an outside power that holds responsibility for the link to work. The examination 

relates to four different textbooks for educating supervisors, each one representing a 
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different approach to supervision. It is important to examine instructional supervision, 

to determine whether it has the potential to increase the effectiveness of the link 

between curriculum and teaching from outside the link. The four approaches were 

chosen because of their ability to relate to supervision as more than an official 

administrative role. 

The question in the three thought examinations parallels the general questions: 

what does teaching planning enable us to see that the thoughts in curriculum policy, 

curriculum materials, and instructional supervision do not recognize. In other words, 

what are the difficulties of these thoughts? 

The steps for the analysis of absence in this study are as follows:  

Chapter IV defines the alternative concept--teaching planning (step one). 

Chapter V is the first examination of thought and deals with curriculum policy. It 

includes the thought presentation of Oregon State curriculum policy (step two) and 

looks for absence in this policy (step three).  

 Chapter VI is the second examination of thought and deals with specific 

materials--Visual Mathematics. It includes thought presentation from the curriculum 

perspective (step two) and looks for absence in this thinking (step three). It also 

includes thought presentation from the teaching perspective (step two) and looks for 

absence in this thinking (step three). 

 Chapter VII is the third and last examination of thought and deals with four 

different approaches to instructional supervision. It includes thought presentation of 

each approach (step two) and looks for absence in each approach (step three). 
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 Chapter VIII summarizes the common findings--the difficulties in the link 

between curriculum and teaching--from all three thought examinations.  

Despite the fact that the nature of analysis of absence is to point out what is 

absent and what the difficulties are, this is not an attempt to negate or even criticize the 

examined thoughts. This is an attempt to learn the thoughts--to recognize their basic 

arguments--and find their limitations so as to break away from the close reasoning of 

the original theory that leads those thoughts.



 

 

CHAPTER IV 

 

 

THE ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT--TEACHING PLANNING 

 

Definition 

In the literature review and analysis it was shown that teaching planning is not 

a formal, recognized concept nor an explicitly clear idea. At the same time, it is 

inaccurate to say that it is not present at all. Teaching planning is out there, but a 

difficult concept to grasp--it is hidden. This chapter attempts to shed some light on 

teaching planning by presenting a broad and explicit definition of the concept and its 

connections to other relevant concepts. 

If teaching-learning actions were in the form of person-to-person 

communication, with no specific obligations nor time and resource limitations nor 

intervention from “foreign interests” that work as outside forces, there would be no 

need for teaching planning. If this were the case, it might happen that teachers and 

learners would still learn by “browsing in the market,” the method Socrates used with 

his students. The closest example of an educational situation that usually works in this 

way is the parent-child educational process. 

If teaching-learning actions were in the form of relating to learners as one 

group without considering individual differences, and if teaching were simply an act of 

fulfilling objectives without considering outside forces, there would be no need for 
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teaching planning. If this were the case, teaching might be considered indoctrination 

(Green, 1971), and schools would continue the Spartan traditions of either staying in 

line or being shunned from society. The closest example of an educational situation 

that usually works in this way is Army training.  

 In other words, teaching planning emerges from the special conditions in which 

teaching takes place in educational institutions. Every teacher has a whole classroom 

of about 30 particular learners, specific objectives, limitations of time and resources 

for his or her interaction with the classroom, and curriculum or other forms of “foreign 

interests” that work as outside forces but not as an ultimate force to obey (Glatthorn, 

1990).  

Characteristics 

A definition of teaching planning and an explanation of each of its 

characteristics is given here. It is possible to see from the explanations, that the special 

conditions in which teaching takes place, create the need for teaching planning. 

Teaching planning is a thinking process for decision making. Teaching 

planning is done by persons who take responsibility for the learning of other people 

(Klafki, 1995). It is a filtering process of passing the knowledge of a society to 

learners in the same society. Teaching planning is a written means. It is different from 

curriculum planning by being a plan of particular teachers for their particular 

classroom. It is different from lesson planning in that it includes long-range 

preparation as well as short-range preparation with a cyclic link between them. It is 
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different from reflective teaching in that it is the initial step of actual teaching; thus 

data from actual teaching becomes part of the thinking.  

 This definition includes the necessary characteristics for the concept of 

teaching planning. There are two groups of characteristics in the definition. The first 

group includes: thinking process, taking responsibility, filtering knowledge of society, 

and using a written means. These activities are central qualities of teaching planning to 

be independently described. The other group includes: planning for particulars, 

preparing for long-range and short-range, and initiating the teaching process. These 

activities are central qualities of teaching planning to be described by comparison with 

other concepts. The other concepts seem to swallow teaching planning and by that to 

hide the uniqueness and the specification of this concept.  

What follows is an explanation of each of the characteristics. The purpose of 

the explanation of the first group of characteristics is to set boundaries on the concept 

of teaching planning. 

Thinking Process 

 A meaningful aspect of teaching is to make decisions (Berliner, 1982; 

Greenwood & Parkay, 1989; Schmidt et al., 1987). Teachers have to make hundreds of 

on-the-spot decisions in each period of actual teaching in the classroom, and in 

meetings with individual students, parents and administrators. Teaching planning 

serves to help improve those decisions by creating a process of thinking about decision 

making prior to actual teaching and meeting with parents, students, and administrators.  
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 In teaching planning, teachers take their time to use their preferred way of 

thinking when considering questions and difficulties. For example, one teacher might 

prefer to start with an idea for instruction, and then think how it fits the curriculum on 

one hand and the learners on the other hand. Another teacher might prefer to start with 

learners’ needs and then think of how to relate to these needs. 

 There is not just one way to define planning for all purposes. For example, 

Cuban (1993) mentions four different kinds of planning: official--for communicating 

with administration, taught--for thinking about methods and ways to present the 

subject matter, learned--for thinking about how the learners are going to be influenced, 

and tested--for thinking about evaluating the learning. 

In teaching planning, teachers can choose issues they would like to concentrate 

on and what they would like to resolve or achieve through the planning. For example, 

a teacher who plans for the purpose of overcoming a difficulty he or she has in 

maintaining discipline during lessons, is different from the same teacher who plans for 

the purpose of communicating with supervisors or for the purpose of communicating 

with parents. 

The process of thinking for the purpose of making actual decisions is 

comprised of three aspects--management (Glatthorn, 1990), subordination (Kimpston 

& Anderson, 1986) and professionalism (Ross, 1990). Teachers act as managers when 

they lead a classroom of 30 students, give them directions, make decisions about 

logistic issues as well as technical ones, and coordinate between the different forces 

that work in the classroom. Yet, at the same time, teachers act as subordinates to 
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school management and supervisors who tell teachers whom to teach, what and how 

much to teach, where and when to teach, etc. (Lortie, 1975). In addition, teachers act 

as professionals by being the gatekeepers of values practiced in the classroom, by 

being obligated to the well-being and learning of each student, and by creating a 

quality social atmosphere in the classroom. 

 Teaching planning is the thinking process for making decisions of how to 

integrate the three aspects--management, subordination, professionalism--in the 

classroom. For example, if a teacher as a subordinate is asked by management to teach 

a freshman in a particular high school global studies course about different cultures 

and use a textbook chosen by the school, the teacher has to organize the classroom and 

the learning in such a way that learning occurs. Yet, at the same time, the teacher has 

to think about how to motivate students to learn the subject, and how to relate to the 

fact that at this particular school there are many immigrants from different cultures. 

The teacher also has to take into consideration specific details, such as the specific 

cultures their students came from and the way they feel about their original culture. 

There are so many details for the teacher to take into consideration, it is nearly 

impossible to make on-the-spot decisions.  

The decision making process does not always start from the subordination 

aspect, it can start with the professional aspect. For example, teachers who believe in 

practicing cooperation in their classroom, may think how to organize--management 

aspect--their classroom in small cooperative groups and how to organize the subject 

matter of the curriculum they are subordinated to. 
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The decision making process may also start from the management aspect. For 

example, in order to manage the classroom, there is a need to present explicit rules. It 

is not enough to just set these rules, the teachers as professionals must give students a 

sense of what limitations the rules put on them and what possibilities the rules open. 

Teachers as subordinates must decide how to combine those purposes and still 

continue teaching the subject matter.  

Taking Responsibility 

 Teaching planning is a kind of contract; contract in the sense of commitment: 

not being permitted to change unless changes occur in the conditions or in the 

information the teachers have or in the way teachers understand those conditions or 

information.  

 Teaching planning as a contract has two sides--teachers and learners. However, 

only one side represents both sides--the teachers make a commitment to take into 

consideration the learners. In this sense, it is similar to the responsibility judges take 

on themselves to maintain fairness in justice. It also similar to a physician’s one-sided 

commitment to think of the best cure for patients.  

The teaching planning contract also is different from the two analogous 

professions. In these professions, the commitments to the norms and moral codes are 

sufficient principles to guide every single case. In teaching, the general norms and 

moral codes are important, but are only part of the teachers’ commitment. There are 
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two reasons for not accepting the general norms and moral codes as sufficient leading 

principles.  

The first reason is that teachers never have just one case in the classroom. 

Every action in the classroom touches all the students. For example, if a teacher gives 

a comment to a student in front of the classroom, other students will most likely listen 

to it and learn from it. Basically, there are particular contradictions between particular 

learners’ interests. Teachers have to make decisions on how to resolve those 

contradictions for any particular case. For example, one student may need very tight 

inflexible rules to lean on, while others in the same classroom may need open flexible 

rules and may suffer if the rules are imposed too strictly. Teaching decisions always 

deal with compromises about principles of teaching. 

The second reason for not accepting the general norms and moral codes as 

sufficient, is the enormous amount of data teachers work with. Teachers have a 

commitment not only to learners but also to administrators, parents, community 

members, as well as other school members. There are many options to see teaching 

and to enact it in a specific frame of society’s knowledge and there are many ways to 

reach one goal. More than anything else, taking responsibility during teaching 

planning is a commitment to keep the choices the teachers have made. 

Filtering Process 

In the above section on taking responsibility, the emphasis was on the 

commitments teachers have to their learners. However, teachers in schools do not have 
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full autonomy to work with their learners only as they wish, they have to adjust their 

teaching to directions from society. Sometimes the directions are implicit messages 

about society’s expectations of teachers. Other times the directions are explicit 

formulas of aims. Most of the time the directions are even more detailed and are in the 

form of curriculum planning (syllabus, textbook, teacher guides, etc.). 

In any case, the directions present society’s expectations and needs which do 

not necessarily overlap with learners’ characteristics and needs. The role of mediating 

between those two different forces belongs to teachers. The two forces do not 

contradict each other. Rather, one force--society--is loaded by rich knowledge with 

contents and processes, while the other force--learners--is expected to learn and posses 

this knowledge while at the same time develop the tools to learn and posses it (Rogoff, 

1990; Vygotsky, 1978). To be able to posses the tools and the content, learners need 

direct mediation. Literature dealing with teaching-learning relationships, has many 

concepts for describing the teachers’ role in these relationships. In addition to 

“teaching” and “mediation,” there are concepts such as, scaffolding (Palinscar, 1986), 

apprenticeship (Rogoff, 1990), and gatekeepers (Bowers, 1993). Those concepts have 

in common the teachers’ role as filtering the knowledge of society to learners. 

This role of teachers as mediators includes two steps. The last step is actual 

teaching in the classroom in a way that presents the knowledge of society and at the 

same time motivates and teaches the learners. Teaching planning is the step before 

this--thinking before acting. It is a filtering process. It filters the directions, and 

presents the knowledge of society to enable actual teaching in the classroom.  
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The filtering process has three lenses: transferring from general consensus to 

individual practice, from rational directions to responsive actions, and from general 

learners to particular learners.  

First, is the teachers’ task to adapt a consensus of education professionals’ 

ideas in a way that enables teachers to practice those ideas in their work (Fullen, 

1993). Teachers need to consider their own beliefs when using curriculum materials so 

as to discover any biases or disagreements. Teachers have to match between their own 

beliefs and the consensus of ideas given in curriculum materials so as to avoid inner 

conflict during actual teaching. 

The second lens is the teachers’ task to “translate” a rational form of directions 

to a responsive form of practical action in the classroom. While directions have to 

have logical structure and sequences to communicate the best with different teachers 

(Tyler, 1949), teaching is always spontaneous responses to events in the classroom. 

Filtering by teaching planning is a process that enables teachers to make a step of 

thinking about how the essential ideas of the rational directions remain in their 

responsive behavior in the classroom. 

The third lens is the teachers’ task to take general directions and relate them to 

particular learners. It does not matter how detailed the directions are, they do not fit 

particular learners in a classroom, nor fit all groups of learners nor fit the climate that 

is created in a particular classroom. This is why teachers have to make adjustments in 

corresponding general directions to particular learners. This issue is discussed broadly 

in the comparison between curriculum planning and teaching planning. 
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Using a Written Means 

Teaching planning being in written form is one of the necessary conditions for 

defining this concept. It is not only a technical issue but an essential issue for the 

quality of planning.  

The need for planning to take on a written form emerges from the other 

characteristics of teaching planning. Since the thinking process includes huge amounts 

of details and decisions, the written means is a way for teachers to become acquainted 

with the complexity of those details and decisions. Thinking by writing illustrates to 

the planners themselves the complete picture on one hand, and the details of the 

planning on the other hand. Imagining, or other forms of unwritten thinking about the 

actual teaching, hides problems because it is difficult to hold in working memory the 

many details planners encounter (Stover, 1986).  

The characteristic of taking responsibility also leads to the need for writing the 

teaching plan. A contract must be written; otherwise, it is difficult to remember the 

commitments as they are and to determine if the commitments were fulfilled.  

When a teaching plan is written, it becomes a mediation model for the filtering 

process. Teachers can compare written plans with written curriculum and then 

compare actual teaching with the same written plan. By doing that, the filtering 

process can take place on stable ground. It enables teachers to check whether their 

spontaneous behavior strayed too far from their intentions when planning their 

teaching according to the directions. For example, conversation in the classroom 

prompted by the question “Why have different countries developed different 
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cultures”?, goes beyond the original teaching planning. The conversation then 

progresses into a discussion on wars between countries and the role of differences in 

cultures in initiating wars, and more specifically, in what way the Gulf War is a war 

between two cultures. The teacher believes that this is an important discussion and 

there is a need to devote even more time to this subject, to read the news and to figure 

out what kind of a war it is. Since there are time limitations and since devoting more 

time to a particular subject means less time for other subjects, the teacher might return 

to his or her original plan and revisit the curriculum plan to see if there is a way to 

continue the important unplanned conversation. This might positively influence the 

teaching planning while at the same time maintain connections with the curriculum.  

To conclude, the first group of characteristics about teaching planning sets 

boundaries for the concept of teaching planning. It is clear from the definition that 

teaching planning is part of the teaching work, it is a process of thinking, a link 

between different aspects and different forces, and the actual teaching. 

The purpose of the second group of characteristics is to clarify the differences 

between teaching planning and other concepts used for planning or for actions that 

replace planning. 

When the alternative created concept of teaching planning takes place, it causes 

changes in the other related concepts--curriculum planning, lesson planning, and 

reflective teaching. In the following sections each presentation of teaching planning 

includes two comparisons with each of the related concepts: one, in what way the 
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current understanding and the alternative understanding are different, and two, in what 

way the related concepts are similar and different from teaching planning. 

Planning for Particulars--Distinguishing Teaching Planning                                      

from Curriculum Planning 
 

 Comparing the current concept with the alternative shows that educational 

literature on curriculum, which maintains the current concept, has not clearly 

distinguished between curriculum planning and teaching planning. 

Figure 8 illustrates the differences between the current concept and the 

alternative concept. In the current concept, drawing A, there is essentially no 

separation between curriculum planning and teaching planning--the two terms are 

interchangeable. In the alternative concept, drawing B, curriculum planning and 

teaching planning are distinct entities. The illustration also presents the relationships 

between the two distinct entities.   

Comparing teaching planning with curriculum planning, when teaching 

planning is seen as a unique and distinct concept, shows that there are similarities and 

differences between the two concepts. They both are written and occur away from 

actual teaching pressures, and both deal with teaching and learning. They both involve 

such components as: learners’ characteristics, teaching subject matter, teaching 

strategies, and learning evaluation.  
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A - Current Concept     B - Alternative Concept 

 

       

       Curriculum       Curriculum 

                  Planning         

  or           Planning 

                  Teaching           

        Planning           
  

 

          Teaching 

 

      Planning  
 

 

 

 

Figure 8. The relationship between curriculum planning and teaching planning. 

 

 

It is valuable to focus on the separation of curriculum planning and teaching 

planning. Curriculum planning is supposed to relate to teaching at a general: 

prototypical teachers--teachers who share background in subject knowledge, prototype 

learners--learners who are mature enough to learn in the way the subject is presented, 

prototype classroom--combinations of learners who can function together toward 

learning, and common physical conditions--a regular size classroom and a way to 

purchase the materials needed for the curriculum. Curriculum planning is expected to 

be planned away from any real classroom and is not sensitive to any specific classroom 

or individual (Ornstein & Hunkins, 1993). 
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Teaching planning is done by a specific teacher. Every teacher obviously has a 

unique personality and their own beliefs, attitudes, abilities, and limitations. Specific 

teachers relate to particulars: particular individual learners, each of whom has his or 

her own abilities, qualities and interests; and a particular classroom, which is a 

particular combination of individual learners and has a particular context relating to a 

particular school and neighborhood. It is inevitable that all those traits will influence 

the quality of teaching and as a result, become part of teaching planning (Lamm, 

1973). There is one more specification of teaching planning that curriculum planning 

cannot have. It is the physical conditions of teaching: number of students, size of the 

rooms, accessibility to technology, and so on. 

 As a result of these differences, the two ways of planning have different 

concerns. Curriculum planning is expected to focus on effective ways to approach 

subject matter, and on how to bring broad information that is relevant to a broad range 

of learners, many kinds of teachers and various conditions. The main concern of 

teaching planning is the expectation to focus on learners and on how to select the best 

particular approaches and actions that fit a particular classroom context, particular 

classroom individuals, teachers’ abilities and options, and particular physical 

conditions.  

 Teaching planning is not only more focused on particulars, it is addressed to a 

different audience than curriculum planning. While curriculum planning is addressed 

to teachers, and is intended to guide their teaching planning, teaching planning is 

addressed to learners and supposed to lead the actual teaching in the classroom. 



 

 

131 

 

To summarize, Table 1 presents a comparison between curriculum planning 

and teaching planning. The two concepts are expected to be distinct entities. While 

they are similar in form and in general subject matter, they are completely different in 

their essence: significance of planning, purpose of planning, and to whom they are 

addressed. 
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Table 1 

 

Comparison Between Curriculum Planning and Teaching Planning  

 

Curriculum Planning   Teaching Planning 

Similarities 

Written form of thinking 

Thinking about teaching and learning  

Occurs out of the actual teaching-learning process  

  in the classroom 

 

Shares options for subject matter of the planning:  

  characteristics of learners, subject matter of teaching,  

  strategies of how to teach, and evaluation of learning 

 

Differences 

Relates to the general:              Relates to the particular: 

prototype learner          particular learners 

prototype teacher          the teacher him or herself 

prototype classroom          particular classroom 

typical physical conditions         particular physical conditions 

  

Focus on subject matter            Focus on actual teaching and learning 

Purpose: bring broad relevant           Purpose: select particular   

information               instructions and actions  

  

Addressed to teachers--                    Addressed to learners-- 

does not meet with teachers’ reality             meets with teachers’ reality 
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Long-range and Short-range Preparation--Distinguishing                                       

Teaching Planning from Lesson Planning 

 

Comparing the current concept with the alternative concept shows that the 

practical literature for teachers, which contains the current concept, usually does not 

present a need for planning other than lesson planning (Dick & Carey, 1990). Creating 

the concept of teaching planning opens options to distinguish between different kinds 

of teachers’ plans.  

Figure 9 illustrates the differences between the current concept and the 

alternative concept. In the current concept, drawing A, lesson planning and teaching 

planning are interchangeable. In the alternative concept, drawing B, lesson planning 

and teaching planning share some elements of the planning process of the teachers but 

not others. 

The part that lesson planning and curriculum planning share is short-range 

planning--referring to a unit or individual lesson (Eby, 1998). The part that teaching 

planning includes but lesson planning does not include is long-range planning--global 

thinking on what teachers choose for a particular classroom. The part that lesson 

planning includes but teaching planning does not include is imagining and rehearsing 

lessons. 

Comparing teaching planning with curriculum planning, when teaching 

planning is a unique distinct concept, shows that there are similarities and differences 

between the two concepts. Lesson planning and teaching planning have in common the 

notion that they both are planning done by teachers themselves for their reality of 
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teaching. Planning is about what is going to happen in a particular classroom in a 

particular context for particular individuals, with a particular teacher in particular 

conditions. Lesson planning and teaching planning occur prior to the actual teaching-

learning process in the classroom. In addition, they both use the same thinking tool--

decision making. 

 

A - Current Concept        

     Lesson planning  

       is teaching 

        planning 

 

B - Alternative Concept 

      Teaching Planning     Lesson Planning 

 

                        long-                   short-      imagining  

                    range                   range           and 

                        planning           planning     rehearsing 

                                       lessons 

 

 

Figure 9. Relationships between lesson planning and teaching planning. 

 

In order to have a better concept of the differences between lesson planning 

and teaching planning in the alternative concept, it is valuable to examine the two 
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together on a continuous timeline. Figure 10 illustrates the different locations of the 

two different concepts on a continuous year timeline. 

 

Before teaching year  During teaching year 

           

           

           

          Reflect on 

Teachers 

assigned 

to specific 

classroom

s 

 Initiate 

long-range 

teaching 

planning 

 Engage 

short-range 

teaching 

planning 

 

 Organize 

materials, 

rehearse 

instructions 

 Actual 

teaching  

in the 

classroom 

 short-range 

and long-

range 

teaching 

planning 

 

      LESSON PLANNING 

 

Figure 10. The location of lesson planning and teaching planning on a 

continuous year timeline. 

 

The arrows in Figure 10 show the relationships between teaching planning and 

other actions from the time that teachers are assigned to a classroom to the actual daily 

teaching. Two big sessions are presented on this timeline. One is a session before the 

teaching year, the other is a session during the teaching year.  

The initiation of long-range teaching planning is enacted before the teaching 

year but has mutual influences on classroom teaching. The engagement of short-range 

teaching planning is part of the classroom teaching cycle. It receives influence from 

long-range planning and then influences the practical preparation--organizing material, 

rehearsing instructions--and actual teaching in the classroom, while at the same time it 

is influenced by them. There is another part of long-range teaching planning which 
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occurs during the teaching year--evaluation of practical actual teaching as well as 

initiation of long-range teaching planning. 

The location of lesson planning is only during the teaching year. Lesson 

planning takes from the long-range planning that which was done before the teaching 

year. Then, lesson planning combines short-range planning with other activities, which 

are not part of the planning, but part of material preparation and a process of imagining 

and rehearsing the instruction.  

Going back to the comparison of teaching planning and lesson planning in the 

alternative concept with Figure 10 in mind, helps one to see the differences. Teaching 

planning starts from broad sources such as curriculum planning and teachers’ theories 

and beliefs about education. Lesson planning flows from the teachers’ current thinking 

of long-range planning. While lesson planning has a narrow scope--short-range 

planning and practical preparation--teaching planning has a much broader scope--

short-range planning as well as long-range preparation before actual teaching and after. 

Lesson planning is significant for the teachers’ preparation of the next sessions of 

actual teaching. Teaching planning is significant for teachers’ continuous thinking of 

what purposes they have for their classroom and in what ways they can accomplish 

those purposes. Between these two main steps--short- and long-range planning--it is 

possible to change planning as the process advances and as teachers have more and 

more information about the quality of directions and the means chosen for teaching. 

Teaching planning never becomes a framed picture. It is a process of drawing a 

picture from a sketch (long-range planning) with the intent of continuously improving 
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it. This does not conflict with the idea of seeing teaching planning as a kind of contract 

for teachers to be committed to. The opposite, conditions of teaching as well as 

teachers’ concept of the data are in constant change, but still the changes must be 

anchored to the basic contract. This means that planning cannot change because of a 

temporary mood, temporary difficulties, or simply because of lack of attention. This 

also means that changes are for the purpose of improving the quality of teaching, and 

they are done with intention and purpose. 

This dynamic way of thinking about teaching planning leads teaching planning 

to become a written form; otherwise, it would be difficult to follow the process which 

is complicated, detailed and happens at different times. Lesson planning has more 

limited purposes and by nature is an unwritten form of thinking. Teachers who think 

about lessons often do not use the written form; they have to have much more freedom 

and fluidity to prepare their spontaneous behavior in the classroom (Walker & Soltis, 

1992).  

To summarize, Table 2 below compares lesson planning and teaching planning 

in order to emphasize the similarities and differences. The two are similar in the sense 

that both are about the work of teaching work and relate to particulars. Also, they both 

plan prior to actual instruction. In addition, the two involve the thinking process of 

decision making.  

Nevertheless, the differences are very meaningful; they start with different 

sources, and have different scopes of planning which come with different purposes to 

focus on. All this together influences the differences in the form of thinking. 
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Table 2 

 

Comparison Between Lesson Planning and Teaching Planning  

 

Lesson Planning   Teaching Planning 

Similarities 

The teachers’ plan is for their reality of teaching 

 

 Related to the specific: 

  specific learners, the teacher him or herself, 

  specific class, specific physical conditions  

 

Occurs prior to the actual teaching-learning  

  process in the classroom 

 

Thinking for decision making 

 

     Differences 

Main source is narrow: teachers’          Main source is broad: curriculum 

long-range planning           planning or teachers’ theories and  

            beliefs          

 

Narrow scope: short-range planning         Broad scope: short- and long-range 

and practical preparation planning, initiate planning and  

 evaluate it  

 

Purpose: focus is on how to enact           Purpose: focus is on quality of  

instruction             teaching    

      

Sometimes unnecessary to have  Written form is always necessary 

written form of thinking 
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Initiating the Teaching Process--Distinguishing Teaching Planning                           

from Reflective Teaching 

 

 Comparing the current concept with the alternative concept shows that 

reflective teaching--the current concept (based on Schön, 1983)--and teaching 

planning--the alternative concept--share the belief that teachers are at the core of the 

educational process and that the teaching profession inevitably has independent 

decision making processes in the classroom (Copeland et al., 1993; McNamara, 1990). 

They also share the belief that there is a need for a constant examination of teaching by 

the teachers themselves (Nolan & Hillkirk, 1990). 

Nevertheless, there is an essential difference between the two. The current 

concept sees the relationships between reflection and actual teaching at the center. If 

there is planning during reflective teaching, it is presented as a tool for reflection 

(Hollinsworth, 1989; Zeichner & Tabachnick, 1991). The alternative concept sees 

planning as a central issue for teachers. When reflection is done as part of the planning 

process, it is a tool for improving planning.  

Figure 11 illustrates the difference by drawing a circle inside another circle for 

the two different concepts. In drawing A, planning is a part of reflective teaching, and 

in drawing B, reflection is a part of teaching planning. 

 

 

 



 

 

140 

 

A - Current Concept    B - Alternative Concept 

 

               Reflective teaching                                        Teaching planning 

  

           planning                reflection 

      

 

  

 

 

Figure 11. Relationships between teaching planning and reflective teaching. 

 

Comparing teaching planning with reflective teaching, both in the alternative 

concept, is different from the other comparisons that have been made up to this point. 

The other comparisons were between two separate concepts: between teaching 

planning and curriculum planning which are completely separated, and between 

teaching planning and lesson planning which are partially separated. Teaching 

planning and reflective teaching are not separate branches. Reflection is a “circle” in 

teaching planning--a procedure, part of planning (Figure 11 B). There are other parts in 

planning which are not reflection. 

Following, is a brief discussion about reflection as part of planning and then 

another discussion about planning as separate from reflection.  

The main reflection process that is part of teaching planning is thinking of 

decision making. Going back to Figure 10, it is possible to discover four steps of 



 

 

141 

 

reflection during the decision making thinking process. These four reflections are 

represented in Figure 10 by arrows from the right to left. The first one is from 

evaluation of planning to actual teaching in the classroom. The second one is from 

evaluation of planning to the initiation of long-range teaching planning. The third 

arrow goes from actual teaching in the classroom to lesson planning. The fourth arrow 

goes from lesson planning to the initiation of long-range teaching planning. 

Reflection from the evaluation of planning to actual teaching means that after 

actual teaching in the classroom, teachers find ways to reflect on their teaching. This 

can be done using several techniques including: writing journals (Gore, 1987), testing 

the learners, or even answering an evaluation questionnaire (Ben-Peretz, 1990) written 

by curriculum planners or by teachers themselves as part of their long-range planning.  

Reflection from the evaluation to the initiation of long-range teaching 

planning, comes to enable constant improvement in long-range planning by bringing in 

up-to-date information about the success of actual teaching. Technically, it can be 

done by comparing the evaluation writing with the original written long-range 

planning. 

Reflection from actual teaching in the classroom to lesson planning comes to 

examine the quality of lesson planning. There are two aspects concerning reflection of 

actual teaching on lesson planning. One, is the aspect of how lesson planning serves 

teachers to be able to use it efficiently in the classroom. The other, is how lesson 

planning serves the learning. Technically, again, it can be done by comparing teachers’ 
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actions, and learners’ behavior, interests and achievements with the original written 

lesson planning. 

Reflection from lesson planning to the initiation of long-range teaching 

planning can be done in two ways. One occurs when teachers write lesson plans and 

make sure that they maintain a connection between long-range and short-range 

planning. Reflection also can be done after lesson planning has passed through actual 

teaching in the classroom. In this step, the issue at hand is whether the connection 

between lesson planning and long-range planning has been maintained in actual 

teaching, and if not what needs to be done to maintain the connection. Technically, the 

first step is accomplished through examining two written documents: curriculum and 

the teaching plan. It can be enacted by the teachers’ own selected questions and 

presentation of trouble areas. It can also be done with a formal questionnaire. 

Accumulating the reflection steps can easily be seen as closing the planning 

cycles of actual teaching (Figure 10): the cycle of the initiation of long-range planning 

is closed by reflection of lesson planning and by evaluation; the cycle of lesson 

planning is closed by actual teaching in the classroom; and the cycle of actual teaching 

is closed by the evaluation process of long-range planning. 

 The reflection aspects of teaching planning are always a response to planning 

and to actual teaching. The planning-reflection relationship happens in the teachers’ 

own worlds; they are the ones who make the decisions, they enact those decisions in 

the classroom, and they reflect on those processes to examine planning or teaching 

(Eby, 1998). 
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 Teaching planning has essential aspects that are separate from the reflection 

process. Teaching planning first and foremost initiates the teaching process by 

thinking before doing--by making decisions in the mind before making those decisions 

and other related decisions in the actual teaching in the classroom. Referring again to 

Figure 10, it is possible to see that long-range teaching planning starts immediately 

after teachers are assigned to specific classrooms, before classroom teaching begins. 

 Teaching planning connects teaching to the environment teachers work in. 

Teaching planning initiates taking responsibility for learners so they have successful 

learning and well-being in the classroom. Also, this planning enables teachers to 

initiate the filtering process from society’s knowledge to learners.  

 In the first group of characteristics of teaching planning, these two roles--

taking responsibility and filtering--were presented in detail. Here, it seems sufficient to 

add the purpose of these two roles in teaching planning.  

 There are contradictory forces embedded in teaching work. From one side, 

teachers are the only ones who stand in the classroom, know their learners, manage, 

and make other on-the-spot decisions during lessons. From the other side, they are 

expected to implement curriculum designed by others, and act as subordinates to other 

management forces who do not have sufficient knowledge about what is going in a 

particular classroom (Fenstermacher & Soltis, 1992).  

 There is a risk that teachers might neglect one of the contradictory forces in 

favor of another to release the tension. For example, a teacher can ignore the 

accomplishments of particular learners, by sticking to the curriculum directions--
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teaching only for the next standardized test. Another example is a teacher might 

concentrate on specific difficulties of learners, completely forgetting the curriculum 

directions. 

 Initiating teaching planning is the teachers’ tool for struggling with these 

contradictory forces--teachers take their time, energy and confidence to decide how to 

resolve this tension. 

To summarize, Table 3 compares reflective teaching with teaching planning. 

This table is different from the other comparative tables. It does not include 

similarities and differences, but includes the parts that reflection and planning share--

reflection as part of planning. The additional aspects in this table are the parts that 

planning does not share with reflection--planning as separate from reflection. 
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Table 3 

 

Comparison Between Reflective Teaching and Teaching Planning 

 

Reflective Teaching   Teaching Planning 

 

 

Reflection as part of planning 

 

Closing four cycles in the process of decision making: 

 

from evaluation to actual teaching 

from evaluation to initiation of long-range planning 

from actual teaching to lesson planning 

from lesson planning to long-range teaching planning 

 

      Write reflection as the next planning 

 

 

Planning as separate from reflection 

 

Initiate thinking before doing 

 

Initiate taking responsibility for learners 

 

    Initiate the filtering process from society’s knowledge to learners  

 

 

 To conclude, the definition of teaching planning and an explanation of each of 

its characteristics was given. It is possible to see that teaching planning is a complex 

operation of thinking for a complex operation of teaching. Teaching planning opens 

options to serve the link between curriculum and teaching in a way that gives teaching 

a more significant role than just being implementation of curriculum. Every teacher 
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has responsibility for every person in a group of learners, has time and source 

limitations to enact their responsibility, and has obligations to curriculum while at the 

same time has to find a happy medium among other forces. These complexities of 

teaching and relating to curriculum lead to the necessity of having a special written 

thinking period for decision making, for taking responsibility, and for the filtering 

process. It seems that there is place for teaching planning to be a unique alternative 

concept in the link between curriculum and teaching.  

Teaching planning is different from other related concepts--curriculum 

planning, lesson planning, and reflective teaching. It is different from curriculum 

planning by relating to the particular. It is different from lesson planning by enacting 

long-range planning with cyclic relationships with short-range planning. It is different 

from reflective teaching by starting with thinking and not with actual teaching. At the 

same time, teaching planning uses some operations which are now part of the other 

related concepts. It takes from curriculum the rational way of thinking, it takes from 

lesson planning the short-range planning, and it takes from reflective teaching the 

understanding of mutual relationships between thinking and teaching. 

Now that light has been shed on the alternative concept--teaching planning--it 

is possible to start the examination of thoughts in current theory. 



 

 

CHAPTER V 

 

 

EXAMINATION OF THOUGHT--OREGON STATE CURRICULUM POLICY 

 

 

Policy is an explicit statement of a decision or set of decisions regarding a 

purposeful course of action. Curriculum policy is an explicit set of decisions about 

what learners should acquire from the teaching action.  

 Lester and Stewart (1996) represent policy as a cycle. Stage one involves 

agenda setting, stage two involves policy formulation, stage three involves policy 

implementation, policy evaluation occurs during stage four, at stage five there is a 

chance for change, and at stage six policy termination occurs that pushes towards new 

agenda setting and thus the cycle begins again. Each stage involves a translation of 

ideas from one stage to the next. Policy formulation translates the ideas of agenda 

setting into plans, the policy implementation translates these plans into actions, policy 

evaluation translates the actions into results, and so on.  

 Figure 12 illustrates how policy works with the link between curriculum and 

teaching as currently is understood. Curriculum includes the agenda setting stage 

which is the proposed aim of education, and the formulation stage which is planning a 

curriculum. Planning a curriculum is considered to also be policy implementation of 

agenda setting and policy formulation. Teaching is another stage of implementation in 

the policy cycle, and then the last stage is the evaluation process which is based on 
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curriculum as mandated by curriculum policy. The curriculum policy is different from 

Lester and Stewart’s (1996) cycle in that policy evaluation is understood as creating 

change in actual teaching, and not in agenda setting nor policy formulation and 

implementation.    
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Figure 12. Curriculum policy in the current concept of the link between 

curriculum and teaching. 

 

 The Oregon State curriculum is a policy which was legislated in 1991 through 

Oregon House Bill 3565 (1991). The sources of this analysis are documents central to 

the policy. The documents include formulation documents: Oregon House Bill 3565 

and Oregon House Bill 2991-A52 (1995). Also included are implementation 

documents: Adapted Common Curriculum Goals (ACCG), which is a guide by Norma 

Paulus (1996), the State Superintendent of Public Instruction in the Oregon 

Department of Education. The guide includes content, performance standards and 

scoring guides. Other implementation documents are statements from officials in two 
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Oregon State districts--North Clackamas and Beaverton. The examination of thought 

relates to these different documents as different stages of the same curriculum policy.  

Oregon State curriculum policy follows the current understanding of the link 

between curriculum and teaching. This chapter deals with the analysis of absence 

offered in Chapter III. The analysis uses steps two and three of Figure 7: thought 

presentation and look for absence. Those steps use the lenses of teaching planning to 

identify the difficulties of Oregon State curriculum policy. 

Thought Presentation 

 

 

The presentation of Oregon State curriculum policy includes the characteristics 

of this policy and the explicit and implicit assumptions that underlie this policy. 

 Characteristics   

According to Lester and Stewart (1996), there are three main characteristics of 

policy: remedy for problems, mandated by authorities, and subject to change. 

 Remedy for problems.  The Oregon State curriculum policy attempts to remedy 

two problems the former policy had. The first one was an organizational problem 

causing a lack of control over teaching work. In the former policy, there was a 

separation of authority. The goals were established by State legislators, curriculum 

planning had an independent department, and assessment of the curriculum was done 

by another department. In the new policy, the authorities were unified--legislators 

established the goals and the Department of Education became the coordinating 

agency for furthering implementation. That meant that the Department of Education 
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would specify benchmarks for the goals and would be responsible for the assessment 

process of learners’ achievements of the benchmarks (Paulus, 1996).  

 The second problem to remedy was the lack of updating the curriculum. The 

previous policy concentrated only on content knowledge as learning about cultures of 

the past (Paulus, 1996). The standardized tests of the old policy dealt with minimum 

knowledge in English and mathematics. The new policy considers the approach of the 

twenty-first century and focuses on tools that will serve learners in the future while at 

the same time raises expectations of learners. An example of focusing on the tools that 

will serve learners can be found in Oregon House Bill 3565 (1991), section 3 (4):  

Provides students with a solid foundation in the skills of reading, 

problem solving, listening, speaking, critical thinking and 

communication, across the disciplines. 

 
Another example is in Oregon House Bill 3565 (1991), section 3 (9):  

 

Provides students with the knowledge and skills that will provide the 

opportunities to succeed in the word of work, as members of families 

and as citizens of a participatory democracy. 

 

In the benchmark, this remedy for change is expressed in every statement. For 

example, ACCG (Paulus, 1996), English, page 15, grade 8 first benchmark: 

Determine meanings of words, including those with multiple meanings, 

using contextual and structural clues and other reading strategies. 

 

Or, in ACCG (Paulus, 1996), Mathematics, page 23, grade 3 first benchmark: 

 

Develop understanding of measurement and concepts related to length, 

perimeter, weight, area, volume, time, temperature, money and angle. 
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An example of the demands for higher standards is expressed on page 3 of 

ACCG (Paulus, 1996), under the headline, “HIGHER STANDARDS - BETTER 

RESULT”: 

Oregon will require students to prove they are proficient in English 

mathematics, science, history and other academic subjects. 

 The approach of this policy is very similar to the technology industry’s 

approach to raising the yield of a productive plant. This approach applies pressure to 

exploit the workers’ abilities as much as possible. It seems that the policy makers who 

formulated this policy see learners as workers who will comply in order to achieve 

better production. The better production will be tested and members will receive a 

Certificate of Initial Mastery. 

Also, the policy can be understood as if those policy makers see learners as an 

industrial product for teachers--the workers--to perfect. The ACCG (Paulus, 1996) 

deals with certain questions and answers. It answers the question “what are the 

Common Curriculum Goals”? by starting with the sentence: “The Common 

Curriculum Goals describe what teachers will teach” (p. 5). It seems unreasonable to 

assume that teaching is so simple that curriculum can describe its mission. In the 

words of Tanner and Tanner (1980), the policy makers view the teacher as a “low-

grade technician worker.” 

 Mandated by authorities.  The second characteristic of the policy deals with the 

process of distributing authority. The Oregon State policy, as described, is a top-down 

hierarchy. According to this policy, goals, objectives (called benchmarks), and 

evaluation tests for the learners are given by out-of-school authorities. School district 
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authorities are the ones who become responsible for filling in the gaps between goals 

and the evaluation by choosing specific content and selecting strategies for teaching. 

The district authorities can use teachers’ help in elaborating on those steps, as the 

Beaverton District does. In this way teachers become involved in curriculum planning, 

not as individuals but as representatives of the group called teachers, which has 

interests in the way curriculum will be developed. The distribution of curriculum 

authority appears in Figure 13. 

 

State authority’s          

planning         establish       set              evaluation 

work              goals      objectives     process  

     

School district        choose  select           

authority’s planning        contents        strategies  

work involving 

teachers 

   

     

Individual                 lesson               actual  

teachers’               planning            teaching 

work 

 

Figure 13. Oregon State curriculum policy--distribution of authority in 

the current concept of the link between curriculum and teaching. 

 

 

 In general, Oregon State’s curriculum policy is a centralized out-of-school type 

with distribution of authorities’ work being between state authority and district 

authority with possibility for teachers as a group, to influence planning but with 

limited power to influence establishment of goals, objectives (benchmarks), or the 

evaluation process. The establishment of goals is formulated in the measures (Oregon 
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House Bill 3565, 1991; Oregon House Bill 2991-A52, 1995). Setting objectives and 

the evaluation process is established by the superintendent’s office (Paulus, 1996). 

Individual school district authorities choose content and select strategies by involving 

administrators and teacher representatives (North Clackamas School District 

Statements). Individual teachers are the last step of curriculum policy implementation. 

 When does Oregon State curriculum policy leave the formulation stage and 

cross to the implementation stage? The first implementation step of Oregon House Bill 

3565 (1991) is made by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction by translating 

the House Bill’s statement to a booklet which explains how the House Bill is going to 

be implemented.  

The second step of implementation is the work that takes place at each school 

district. The North Clackamas School District and their curriculum policy can be used 

as an example. According to their written statement, a special committee recommends 

materials and coordinates them with the State goals. The membership of this 

committee is comprised of teachers, principals, instructional supervisors, parents, and 

community representatives. School District Board has the last say about the content: 

“Recommendations to add new programs or to delete existing programs must be 

approved by the Board” (North Clackamas School District Statements, policy code 

IFD, p. 1-1). The same Board is responsible for delivering curriculum from the district 

level to the school level. The District Board makes the superintendent responsible for 

developing and modifying curriculum planning according to decisions made by the 

Board and educational needs of individual schools. Also, the District Board “delegates 
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to professional personnel of the District the authority for the selection of instructional 

and library materials” (policy code II/IIA, p. 1-2) in accordance with the policy stated 

by the Board. The Board is also responsible for informing the public about curriculum 

planning: “Information regarding course offerings and course descriptions will be 

provided to all students and interested patrons of the District” (policy code IFE, p. 1-

1). 

Individual teachers at the instructional level are the third level of 

implementation. From the policy makers’ point of view, this third stage is no different 

from the previous two steps of implementing a policy. It is no more than a delivery of 

statements to learners. This conclusion is derived from two points. First, is the way 

such statements relate to teachers as part of the administration staff, and not taking into 

consideration the different work characters. Second, is the lack of differentiation 

between declarations that are directed to teachers and those that are directed to 

organizational issues. For example, in Section 2 of Oregon House Bill 3565 (1991), 

there are two declarations, one dealing with organizational issues (2), and the other 

dealing with teaching work (5i): 

(2)  Access to a quality education must be provided for all of Oregon’s 

youth regardless of linguistic background, culture, race, gender, 

capability or geographic location. (5) The specific objectives of this 

act…are: 

(i)  To achieve educational standards of performance and outcomes that 

match the highest of any in the world for all students. 

 

 Subject to change.  The third characteristic of a policy is that it is subject to 

change. In theory, “each year, the State Board of Education will review the Common 
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Curriculum Goals, content standards, benchmarks and performance standards” 

(Paulus, 1996, p. 5). This means, every curriculum planning of a subject will pass a 

seven year cycle which includes six years of writing and a year for teachers to learn 

and develop their matched lesson planning, and to experiment with the new 

curriculum. During the next two years the implementation stage begins and teachers 

can receive support. After two years there is a status review in which the 

implementation difficulties occur, then starts a process of continuing to teach and at 

the same time the district starting to renew the curriculum, so that after seven years 

new benchmarks can emerge (Department of Curriculum, Instruction, & 

Restructuring). 

The Oregon State policy has a mechanism to examine the quality of the 

implementation stage and a mechanism for adapting the goals and objectives. The 

mechanism is an evaluation test expected to take place in third, fifth, eighth, tenth, and 

twelfth grades. This curriculum policy does not offer any way to examine the policy 

itself. For example, there is no question and thereby no examination of the assumption 

that a strong top-down out-of school curriculum really is the best solution for the 

twenty-first century. 

Seven Assumptions   

It is possible to point out seven explicit and implicit assumptions that are held 

by the Oregon State curriculum policy.  

The first assumption is perfection, which influences all the other assumptions. 

The Oregon curriculum policy makers believe that their policy can offer all the best 
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possibilities that exist in education. They open options for learners who academically 

need more than the standard 12 years of school, to stay longer. There are no priorities 

set among the goals. All the goals of education are equally important and they are 

phrased in superlatives. For example, on page 3 of Oregon House Bill 2991-A52 

(1995), Section 3: 

(2) The Legislative Assembly believes that the goals of kindergarten 

through grade 12 education are:  

(a)To demand academic excellence through a rigorous academic 

program that equips students with the information and skills necessary 

to pursue the future of their choice. 

 

This spirit is held by the following quote from the State Superintendent: 

Oregon is raising its expectations for students. Did you know the 

current academic standard allows students to graduate with a D-minus 

average in 22 credit hours of classes? That standard is much too low. 

Instead, Oregon will require students to prove they are proficient in 

English, mathematics, science, history and other academic subjects. 

(Paulus, 1996, p. 3) 

 

The assumption of perfection takes all the other assumptions to be strong and 

definite.  

Assumption two deals with the idea that society should control what the 

children are learning.  

For example, Oregon House Bill 3565 (1991), Section 1 states: 

The Legislative Assembly believes that education is a major civilizing 

influence on the development of a human, responsible and informed 

citizenry, able to adjust to and grow in a rapidly changing world. 

Students must be encouraged to learn of their heritage and their place 

in the global society. (emphasis added).  
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Another example of the belief in society’s duty to control the learning is 

presented in ACCG (Paulus, 1996) on page 4. The document includes a “PATH TO 

SUCCESS” that shows the pattern every child must walk through during the 12 years 

of schooling--the pathway. This pathway includes evaluation tests to check progress, a 

Certificate of Initial Mastery for grade 10 and Certificate of Advanced Mastery for 

grade 12. 

Assumption three deals with the idea that curriculum planning is the best way 

to ensure that our children are learning what society expects them to learn.  

The Oregon policy takes this assumption to the extreme by structuring full 

curriculum planning including tests for English, mathematics, science, history, civics, 

geography, economics, the arts and second languages. All those subjects have 

benchmarks and are expected to have evaluation tests. 

Assumption four states that teachers cannot decide what will be taught. An 

example of this is the policy statement documents from North Clackamas School 

District. According to those documents, there is an official curriculum plan for every 

course offered. In the language of the policy statement, it states:  

Curriculum guides and course outlines will be providedfor all courses 

offered in the District. (North Clackamas School District Statements, 

policy code IFE, p. 1-1) 

 

The only teaching process that is not part of the official curriculum planning is 

teachers’ academic freedom. This freedom is not for the teachers’ or learners’ needs. It 

has a very definite purpose--that of democracy. In the policy statement’s words: 
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… to foster recognition of individual freedom and social responsibility, 

and to inspire meaningful awareness of and respect for the Constitution 

and the Bill of Rights. (North Clackamas School District Statements, 

policy code IB, p. 1-1) 

 

Apparently the policy makers think that it is impossible to plan curriculum for 

this process of connecting the everyday life of learners with values of freedom. 

Assumption five states that it is possible for teachers to implement a given 

curriculum plan. Oregon policy has agreement on this: 

The Common Curriculum Goals describe what teachers will teach. 

(Paulus, 1996, p. 5) 

 

On the same page is an answer to the question, “Who is responsible for getting 

students to the benchmark expectations”?: 

Teachers in grades leading up to a benchmark year will work as a team 

to prepare students for achieving benchmark expectations. For example, 

K-3 teachers will work together to help students achieve the grade 3 

benchmarks. Teachers in grade 4 and 5 will help students achieve the 

grade 5 benchmark, and so on. (Paulus, 1996, p. 5) 

 

Assumption six is an implicit assumption and deals with the idea that 

curriculum planning views learners as passive recipients of knowledge. This 

assumption is apparent in the huge list of benchmarks which are phrased in the form of 

a shopping list--a list of items for learners to know. The benchmarks are not a 

suggestion for directing the teaching process. They are expected results for every 

learner who is going to be tested. 

For example, the Content Standard for the science list of benchmarks in ACCG 

(Paulus, 1996) is as follows: 
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Describe the characteristics, structure and functions of organisms. (p. 

31) 

 

Describe the principles of natural selection and adaptation. (p. 32) 

 

Explain how scientific knowledge changes by evolving over time, 

almost always building on earlier knowledge. (p. 33) 

 

Another example of the indirect appearance of the assumption about learners as 

passive recipients of knowledge is the statement in Section 4 of Oregon House Bill 

2991-A52 (1995): 

(2) Assumes that all students can learn and establish high, specific skill 

and knowledge expectations (appropriate to the students’ assessed 

learning rates). Recognizing individual differences at all instructional 

levels: 

(3) Provides special education, compensatory education, linguistically 

and culturally appropriate education and other specialized programs to 

all students who need those services. (p. 3) (Changes in fonts according 

to original text) 
 

 This text implies that all learners have equal opportunity to education, 

individual differences are only matters of receiving the right teaching, and the only 

learners who need special programs are those defined as special education or new 

comers having different languages and different cultures. Is this a practical reality? Is 

teaching stronger than other influences on each learner, such as home, peers, etc.? Can 

teaching magically overcome personality differences between learners? 

Assumption seven is another implicit assumption about the idea that 

curriculum planners can take the learners’ needs into consideration.  

All the curriculum planning goals are explicitly directed to learners without 

mentioning any need for mediation. The policy statement documents from North 

Clackamas School District take this idea to the extreme: 
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Multiple-level offerings may be established to meet the needs of 

students’ continuous progress and individualized instruction. (policy 

code IE, p. 1-1) 

 

The extreme nature enters through the first assumption, the assumption of 

perfection, which emphasizes the problems of using academic knowledge and 

mandating it through political power. The benchmarks are academically up to date. 

They are based on the combination of Piaget’s theory about developmental stages 

(Piaget & Ihelder, 1969) and information processing theory, which believes that there 

are thinking operations that can be used in the context of different contents (Sternberg, 

1986; Sternberg, Okagaki, & Jackson, 1990). For example, if a learner knows how to 

classify geometrical shapes, he or she can use the classifying operation in many other 

subjects and areas. According to this approach, it is worthwhile to teach the thinking 

operation as a central issue and to utilize it in different subjects and areas. However, 

there is a serious problem in the teachers’ implementation of the offered curriculum 

plan. In order to use this theory for most of the school subjects, there is a need to 

change the fundamental culture of school which is based on subject matter and sees 

the structure of content knowledge as the starting point of all teaching. 

There is not one single hint in the Oregon State policy documents about the 

expected influence of those benchmarks on the school culture. How can teachers 

utilize benchmarks when they are so far from their basic perception? How can 

benchmarks be fairly tested? It seems that people with academic knowledge want to 

push schools to make serious changes, but they do it through the political force of 

mandated curriculum planning, which does not account for the amount of changes 
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teachers need to make in order to implement the benchmarks. This is made apparent 

by the fact that there is no serious organized way of giving time and financial support 

for this complicated and time consuming process. 

Look for Absence 

 

 

The curriculum policy of the State of Oregon bases its work on theories of 

learning about the ability to gain thinking tools and other skills for the learners’ future. 

Those theories are combined with a democratic ideal about the basic rights of every 

child to have the best education and with the necessity of a technologically advanced 

nation to maintain excellence and achieve high standards of knowledge and skills. 

What Oregon State curriculum policy does not seem to have is a consideration of 

theories of other forms of systematic thought about teaching in general nor about 

teaching planning in particular. 

The absence of teaching planning is dominant in two issues: authorities’ 

expectations of teachers, and the initiatives standing behind curriculum formulation. 

Authorities’ Expectations of Teachers 

As was the case in other out-of-school curriculum policy (Barham, 1996), 

individual teachers were not invited to be partners in the formulation of Oregon State 

curriculum policy nor to engage in independent planning. It is possible to see this in 

the way curriculum is related to teachers. The process of distributing authority is a top-

down hierarchical process. Teachers are the last implementors in the chain of 

implementation (Figures 12 & 13).  
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In spite of the fact that teacher representatives are involved in the district level 

of policy formulation, this involvement is a form of bringing teachers’ consensus of 

curriculum to the policy. As important as it is, it is not an involvement of each 

individual teacher and is far from relating to individual teachers in particular 

classrooms as ones who are expected to think independently and take personal 

responsibility for the learning, as is the case in teaching planning.  

There is evidence of not expecting teachers to plan. While formulating the 

policy, policy makers relate to teaching as a simple action. They give a list of what 

learners should be provided with, without mentioning any complexity or chance of 

difficulties. If teaching is as simple as it is considered in the policy, teachers would be 

able to implement it easily in the actual teaching. For example, “develop 

understanding of measurement related to length, perimeter, weight, area, volume, time, 

temperature, money and angle” (Paulus, 1996, p. 23) looks as simple as sending 

students to wash their hands before lunch. If teachers are able to implement a policy 

easily, it is possible to run education with the following division of roles: policy 

makers as formulators of curriculum--making the decisions of what will be learned, 

and teachers as implementors--making sure that the policy decisions are carried out in 

the classrooms.  

In fact, it is complicated to achieve any single benchmark in the long ACCG 

(Paulus, 1996) list, when teachers have 30 learners who are not obeying as workers 

and not buying as consumers, but have significant influence on the teaching process. 
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When curriculum policy ignores the complexity, it does not invite individual teachers 

to be partners who take responsibility for what is learned in the classroom. 

Oregon State policy presents curriculum to teachers in such a way that expects 

teachers to obey it, and thereby, limits options for a process of filtering the policy to 

their learners. Evidence of this is when the policy lays out very well-defined ideal 

goals and ideal benchmarks without any room for teachers to make changes in the 

goals or benchmarks.  

Also, the policy itself does not include any explanation of the theories that 

serve as a foundation and justification for the goals and benchmarks. When teachers 

are not familiar with the theoretical foundations of policy, it is impossible for them to 

make adjustments for their learners and still be consistent with the theory held by the 

policy makers. An example can be when Ron, (an imaginative English teacher) tries to 

teach learners to “analyze and evaluate information and form conclusion” (Paulus, 

1996, p. 15). He provides the learners in his classroom with some examples and tests 

them based on the same examples. How does Ron’s strategy help learners reach the 

benchmarks? How is he expected to know the answers? Do all teachers in Oregon 

have adequate knowledge of the theory of information processing? Do they have 

access to knowledge that explains the limitations of this theory (Sternberg & 

Grigorenko, 1997; Sternberg, Okagaki, & Jackson, 1990)? 

 With teaching planning in mind, teachers think about their actual teaching, take 

responsibility to filter policy to their particular learners, etc. Oregon policy makers 

expect something else. They expect teachers to conform to the curriculum policy and 
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to activate the policy in the classroom, but they do not delegate responsibilities of 

planning.  

Statements of the North Clackamas School District, are examples of the low 

expectations curriculum policy makers have of teachers. 

There are special and unusual procedures for teaching controversial issues. 

There is only one place in the policy statement which relates directly to the teachers’ 

perspective (North Clackamas School District Statements, policy code INB, p. 1-1). 

Even though there are very detailed programs about controversial issues, still the 

teachers are perceived as having serious responsibility in teaching them. 

 This point is especially strong while reading the policy statement that sets up 

the responsibility of the teachers for controversial issues: 

Responsibility of teachers: A teacher must be quite knowledgeable of 

the role of controversial issues in education and know his or her own 

prejudices and biases. The teacher must recognize that his or her own 

opinions may serve to indoctrinate inexperienced pupils. Full 

knowledge of the policy of the District, the students, the school and the 

community is essential. 

1. Select, or guide students in the selection of, topics. 

2. Choose suitable and useful instructional materials. 

3. Stimulate students to make use of a wide variety of appropriate 

materials and experiences, both in and out of the classroom.  

4. Interpret materials by explaining its significance and pointing out 

possible missing arguments, interpretations and points of view. 

5. Provide experiences in recognizing and evaluating the consequences 

of alternatives. 

6. Promote, in all possible ways, student interest in and appreciation of 

rational methods of considering issues and arriving at decisions. (North 

Clackamas School District Statements, policy code, INB, pp. 2-3) 
 

Why is the teachers’ role in instruction of controversial issues different from 

regular subjects in the curriculum? Are teachers not supposed to have adequate 
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knowledge of the purpose and content of all subjects they teach? Is it not the teachers’ 

responsibility to take into consideration the experience or inexperience every student 

has? Shouldn’t teachers be aware of the “policy” of the community for every subject 

they teach? 

To conclude, when teaching planning is initiated, there are two necessary 

conditions that the policy needs to fulfill. First, seeing individual teachers who engage 

in teaching planning as partners with curriculum policy makers. Second, presenting 

curriculum to teachers in a way that is sensitive to the complexity of teaching in a 

classroom and enables teachers to filter the policy to their learners.  

These conditions do not seem to be met in the Oregon State curriculum policy. 

Not fulfilling these two expectations causes difficulties. Curriculum policy makers and 

teachers do not maintain a dialogue--policy makers are the ones who hold the 

knowledge, teachers are the activators of policy who do not have a say in planning. 

Another difficulty is the messages of distrust sent to teachers from the policy makers--

teachers are not trusted to consider the theoretical thinking behind policy. In addition, 

the expectations of curriculum policy are misguided--teachers are expected to 

implement curriculum without having understanding of its theoretical foundation.  

Initiatives Standing Behind Curriculum Formulation  

It was already stated that two initiatives stand behind Oregon State curriculum 

policy. The first initiative is the need to have full control over teaching work, the other 

is the will to reform education. 
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The only control Oregon policy has is on the academic achievement of 

students, which are formulated as benchmarks and supposed to direct the standardized 

tests. The new Oregon policy does not have control on other aspects, such as how 

teachers deal with cultural differences (Oregon House Bill 3565, 1991), or with giving 

equal opportunity (Oregon House Bill 2991-A52, 1995), etc.  

Oregon policy has high ambitions, yet seems to lack priorities and an 

explanation for the importance of the different ambitions. These conditions cause a 

situation where teachers are not able to plan their work, yet still have to follow the 

educational reform goals. 

To be a teacher means to enter a particular classroom for specific purposes and 

to perform specific teaching actions. For this, teachers must choose priorities as part of 

their planning. Ruth, for example, (an imaginative teacher in a third grade classroom) 

has to choose what to do at a certain point in her classroom. Is she going to try to 

“identify cause and effect relationships and to make simple prediction[s]” (Paulus, 

1996, p. 15)? Will she deal with cultural differences which burden the social life in the 

classroom (Oregon House Bill 3565, 1991)? Will she give support to the people who 

are still having difficulty in the basic reading skills who have the right for equal 

opportunity (Oregon House Bill 2991-A52, 1995)? 

 It will be difficult for Ruth to consider the curriculum policy if she does 

teaching planning. With the lack of priorities on one hand, and the evaluation tests on 

the other hand, it seems as though Ruth, as well as any other teacher who wants to 

survive, would choose the priority of producing a classroom that excels in the tests. 
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This can mean neglecting learners who are lower achievers such that improving their 

learning does not appear on the tests, neglecting social problems which take classroom 

time and teacher energy to solve, and even neglecting individual excellence in areas 

other than tests--since those who excel in a non-tested area will not have the chance to 

demonstrate their abilities. Absence of teaching planning leaves the Oregon 

curriculum policy with limited control and with confusion on the teachers’ side. 

 In addition, the reform initiatives also do not consider teachers to be 

independent planners who understand the theoretical sources of shaping the 

curriculum. The central reform of Oregon curriculum policy abandons previous policy 

that concentrates on content knowledge as learning about cultures of the past, and 

considers new approaches of focusing on thinking skills which serve the learners in 

any subject they need to learn in the future. 

 If teachers want to follow this reform, it leads them to changes in their filtering 

process and their professional decision making. For example, when teachers relate to 

content as the center of their knowledge, they must change from thinking about the 

content of subjects such as history or geography, to thinking about how they can use 

history and geography to teach something else--thinking skills. Another example is 

when teachers relate to the structure of content, they will have to change from thinking 

of the subject’s academic and scientific structure, to the structure of thinking skills. 

One more example is when teachers relate the relevancy of the content to the learners, 

they change from how to make the story relevant, to how to motivate learners to learn 

a particular thinking skill.  
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 As a consequence of the differences in teachers’ decisions and filtering, 

teachers’ responsibilities change as well, from providing learners with minimal content 

knowledge, to providing them with thinking tools. Also, teachers are responsible for 

communicating to learners the old way of learning as well as the new way. 

 Oregon curriculum policy makers do not offer training courses for the 

curriculum they formulated. However, courses might not be enough, because 

understanding the changes rationally is only the initial step in being able to teach new 

curriculum. The critical step for teachers is the ability to enact rational understanding 

during on-the-spot decision making in the classroom. For this, teachers have to change 

some of their personal theories about teaching and learning and replace values about 

what is important to learn. 

 These are changes that do not occur by outside curriculum formulation (Paris, 

1993). These kinds of changes happen slowly at the teachers’ individual pace and 

while they have time to think about their decisions in the classroom (Wong, 1995).  

 To summarize, there are three main absences in the initiatives which stand 

behind Oregon State curriculum policy. First, curriculum formulation does not seem to 

relate seriously to aspects other than academic achievements. Second, there is a lack of 

setting priorities within the educational goals. Third, it does not seem as though 

curriculum policy makers fully consider the complexity of teachers to reform 

according to other people’s knowledge. 

The main difficulty that arises from these absences is that Oregon State 

curriculum policy increases the tension between society and learners.  
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There are two opposing forces in the curriculum-teaching link leading the 

passage from curriculum planning to teaching work. The first force is the need for 

teaching to be a unique action in a particular classroom (Darling-Hammond, 1997), 

and the other force is the need of the educational system to control learner’s 

acquisition of knowledge (Klein, 1991).  

The force of teaching as a unique action in a particular classroom argues that 

in order to be able to teach meaningfully, teachers have to have control over their work 

(Applebee, 1996). A situation in a classroom is unique. Each of the children is special 

and the sum of the children as a group is different from any other classroom. Also, 

teachers have their own abilities and limitations which are different from those of 

other teachers (Palmer, 1998). Furthermore, a meeting between a specific teacher and a 

particular classroom is different from a meeting between the same teacher and another 

classroom or from a meeting between the same classroom but a different teacher 

(Kohl, 1984). Other factors that can influence the situation in a classroom are physical 

conditions: size of the room, isolation from outside noises, light, the way children 

experience their recesses, and so on. All these variations mean that each single 

curriculum implementation is different from others. Also, it creates the need to plan 

teaching work for the unique situations found in each classroom. 

 Connelly and Clandinin (1988) lay out the idea of teaching as a unique action 

in a particular classroom by emphasizing the character of teaching as an experiential 

and situational phenomenon. They say that the situation is composed of persons--

teachers and learners--in an immediate environment of things such as books, desks, 
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and lighting. The persons and things interact according to certain processes such as 

lecturing, laboratories, reading, friendship, smiles, disputes, and warmth. At any point 

in time there is a dynamic interaction among persons, things, and processes. Every 

classroom situation grows out of some preceding classroom situation. The situation 

has a directional future. 

In any case, the two ways of presenting this force show the same idea: it is 

impossible for teachers to use curriculum policy when all those components are not 

considered. The initiatives standing behind Oregon State curriculum policy consider 

only the power of the policy to control and completely ignore teachers’ considerations. 

This is due to the absence of a mechanism such as teaching planning to close or reduce 

the discrepancy or even to recognize it. 

To summarize, it is clear from reading the documents of the Oregon State 

curriculum policy that the policy makers do not expect teachers to engage in teaching 

planning nor to think before making decisions in their actual teaching, nor take 

responsibility for what is learned, nor filter the curriculum to their learners. The policy 

makers expect teachers to directly implement the policy in their actual teaching. 

Policy makers do not seem to be aware of the complexity of teaching nor the 

width and depth of the underlying theories of the curriculum. Also, policy makers do 

not see the boundaries of their control on teaching nor the limitations that this control 

places on teaching. 

As a consequence, there are four difficulties in the link between curriculum and 

teaching--in the way Oregon State curriculum policy makers relate to teachers: they 



 

 

171 

 

hold misguided expectations of teachers, they send messages of distrust to teachers, 

the policy does not allow for dialogue between policy makers and teachers, and does 

not offer a resolution for the tension between society and learners. 



 

 

CHAPTER VI 

 

EXAMINATION OF THOUGHT--CURRICULUM                                MATERIALS 

OF VISUAL MATHEMATICS 

 

 

Curriculum materials are more complex and richer in 

educational potential than can be expressed in any list of 

preconceived goals or objectives, whether general or specific 

(Ben Peretz, 1990, p. 49) 

 

 

 Curriculum materials also are more complex and richer than the curriculum 

developer’s explicit intentions. There is a hidden curriculum, not only in actual 

teaching, but also in explicit curriculum materials. This analysis examines the apparent 

intentions of a particular curriculum--Visual Mathematics--together with its implicit 

intentions.  

 The Visual Mathematics curriculum (1995) fits the curriculum perspective’s 

understanding of the link between curriculum and teaching, as is illustrated in Figure 

14 which is based on Figure 4. According to this perspective, Visual Mathematics is 

part of the following development: the knowledge of a given society--first square of 

Figure 4--is parallel to mathematical knowledge and philosophy of education--first 

square of Figure 14. The main cultural knowledge is the need to function in an 

information society as a mathematically literate worker and well-informed citizen. The 

main philosophy of education is the opportunity for all to have this knowledge and the 

belief that schools are only the foundation for lifelong learning. The proposed aim of 
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ecucation--second square of Figure 4--is represented by mathematics standards 

established by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM)--second 

square Figure 14 (1989). Curriculum policy implementation--third square of Figure 4--

is parallel to the Visual Mathematics curriculum--third square of Figure 14. As a 

consequence of the parallelism between the curriculum work in the two figures, the 

teaching work in both figures are parallel as well. 

 

  Curriculum Work         Teaching Work 
 

 

     

Mathematics 

knowledge 

and 

philosophy 

of education 

 The NCTM 

standards 

(Mathematics 

policy) 

  

Visual 

Mathematics 

curriculum 

  instruction             

preparation 

for 

Mathematics 

lessons 

 teacher        

instruction 

in  

Mathematics 

lessons 

 learner’s 

acquisition 

of  

Mathematics 

 

Figure 14. The Visual Mathematics curriculum applied current concept 

of the link between curriculum and teaching. 

 

 This Visual Mathematics curriculum is directed explicitly toward teacher 

instructional preparation, unlike other curriculum materials such as textbooks that 

seem to be directed toward learners and give a marginal role to teachers. On the 

surface, it seems as though Visual Mathematics developers view the teachers’ role as 

the most significant element for the success of their curriculum. This gives meaning to 

the examination of the teachers’ role from the perspective of Visual Mathematics 

curriculum.   

 Visual Mathematics curriculum developers seem to take not only the 

curriculum perspective but also the standpoint of the teaching perspective. Figure 2 
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presents the teaching perspective as a conception. The figure presents the action of 

teaching to learners as the central action of teaching. Teachers’ personal-professional 

aspects such as motivation, knowledge, skills and abilities are the basis for actual 

teaching in the classroom and vice versa; actual teaching influences teachers’ personal-

professional aspects. The figure also shows that effective actual teaching needs 

reflection and the reflection influences actual teaching. Other out-of-teaching factors 

such as, culture, organization and curriculum, influence teachers’ personal-

professional aspects, action in the classroom, and reflection. 

 Developers of the Visual Mathematics curriculum enact the teaching 

perspective by offering direct instructions for classroom learning, by offering a follow-

up process of reflection, and by taking for granted that teachers’ personal-professional 

aspects will change and easily assimilate to the curriculum’s demands. Also, the 

developers relate to out-of-teaching factors which influence teaching, especially 

organizational factors, parents, and peers. 

The fact that Visual Mathematics has both a curriculum perspective and a 

teaching perspective, not only illuminates the strengths and limitations of each 

existing perspective, but also enables an understanding of how those different 

perspectives exist side by side and still perpetuate difficulties in the link between 

curriculum and teaching. 

This chapter operates the tool of analysis of absence offered in Chapter III. The 

analysis uses steps two and three of Figure 7: thought presentation and look for 
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absence. Those steps use the lenses of teaching planning to identify the difficulties of 

Visual Mathematics. 

Thought Presentation 

 

 

After a short background about Visual Mathematics, the presentation follows 

Pratt’s (1994) Curriculum Evaluation Guide (pp. 298-300). This guide uses Tyler’s 

(1949) rationale for reducing the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. The 

guide looks for rational contents and processes that can support teaching work. Using 

Pratt’s evaluation guide takes advantage of having a formal-technical tool for 

measuring curriculum materials. Summarizing the findings might enable a 

presentation of Visual Mathematics in the context of the current concept. Also, it 

brings a deeper picture of what Visual Mathematics is. 

 Visual Mathematics materials were developed by Linda Cooper Foreman and 

Albert B. Bennett, Jr. (1995). Their work was an outgrowth of a curriculum 

development project called Math and the Mind’s Eye, that began in 1984. The work on 

Visual Mathematics started in 1987. The most recent version, published in 1995, is 

used in this thought examination. The main innovation of this curriculum is that 

experience with models for math concepts is useful to help learners understand, invent 

and remember important math ideas. In addition, this process has the best results when 

learners have an opportunity for social interaction. 

 Visual Mathematics is comprised of three courses, each of them recommended 

for one or two years, and can be implemented in grades 5-9. Each course is a complete 



 

 

176 

 

year-long curriculum. In each course, teachers give learners opportunities to explore 

topics from geometry, measurement, algebra, probability, statistics, numeration, 

number theory, operation and estimation. The materials have been tested by teachers 

with their learners and also involved parents and administrators. The curriculum aligns 

with the curriculum approach taken by the NCTM (1989). 

The following is a summary of the answers to Pratt’s (1994) curriculum 

evaluation guide. It is based on complete answers to each of Pratt’s questions. This 

summary does not attempt to analyze the answers, only to represent the picture that is 

given by the answers. Later, in the look for absence, the answers will be analyzed in a 

comparison between Visual Mathematics and hypothetical situations of teaching 

planning. 

1. Needs assessment: Visual Mathematics does not conduct a needs assessment 

of learners. The curriculum is written in a general way and not for specific learners. 

The curriculum was tested in classrooms, but there are no examples of connecting 

between needs that were represented through classroom experience and decisions 

about the curriculum. The materials may respond well to perceived needs based on 

research in the general field of teaching and learning mathematics. However, this is 

not represented in the materials. 

The developers believe that the active learning of Visual Mathematics enables 

each learner to learn something according to his or her level of understanding. More 

than that, they believe that the teacher’s role is to choose and adopt the right 

instruction for learners, and that teachers are able to use instructions from previous 
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curriculum or from a later section of the curriculum to decide what to choose for their 

learners according to the learners’ needs. 

 2. Aim: For Pratt (1994), the terms aim and objective are defined concepts 

within defined interrelationships. Aim describes the direction and the general 

purposes. Objective describes the specific measured purposes. A sum of objectives has 

to fulfill the intentions of an aim. 

 The NCTM Curriculum Standards (1989) use the term goal for aim. There are 

seven overall curriculum goals for students. Four goals are concerned with the 

expected results and three goals are concerned with the process of learning 

mathematics.  

The goals for expected results are: 

1. learn to value mathematics, 

2. become confident in their ability, 

3. become a mathematical problem solver, and 

4. learn to communicate mathematically. 

The goals for the process of learning are: 

1. engage students in both intellectual and physical learning--they must become 

active learners, 

2. challenge learners to apply their prior knowledge and experience in new and 

increasingly more difficult situations, and 

3. give instructions that engage students in the process of learning rather than 

transmit information for them to receive. 
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 The Visual Mathematics goals are derived from the NCTM goals. The general 

goal is to become a community of mathematicians working together to provide the 

students with: visual thinking, concept understanding, reasoning and problem solving, 

ability to invent procedures and make generalizations, mathematical communication, 

openness to new ideas and varied approaches, self-esteem and self-confidence, and joy 

in learning and doing mathematics (Foreman, 1996). 

 Visual Mathematics curriculum does not use defined and systematic terms for 

describing the purpose of the curriculum. Instead, aims are represented in the teacher 

guide under the title “Goals, Philosophy and Overview.” This title includes the goals 

together with other aspects of the background of Visual Mathematics thinking. Visual 

Mathematics does not have a defined term for objective. Instead, objectives are 

embedded under the title “Overview and Purpose” located in the beginning of lesson 

instructions. 

The lack of specific terms makes it difficult to answer Pratt’s (1994) questions 

about aims, objectives, and the connections between them. In any case, it seems that 

the aim of the curriculum is stated as an ongoing process of developing abilities for 

doing and understanding mathematics (Foreman & Bennett, 1995). This expresses the 

overall intent of the curriculum. According to the “Goals, Philosophy and Overview,” 

it is not enough to gain knowledge, it is more important to learn to value mathematics 

and to get a positive experience enabling learners to use mathematics throughout their 

lives. 
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 There are difficulties in understanding how the general understanding of 

curriculum intentions--“Goals, Philosophy and Overview”--and the “Overview and 

Purpose” of the lessons are interrelated. It is difficult for teachers to see direct 

correlation between the two. It is difficult to follow the interrelationship for several 

reasons: first, the intentions, determined by Visual Mathematics developers, (Foreman, 

1996, pp. 38-43) do not teach what the direct connections are between the goals 

determined by the NCTM (1989, p. 37) and the goals determined by Visual 

Mathematics, and do not explain the goals. For example, the goal “learn to value 

mathematics,” does not appear in the list of Visual Mathematics goals, and the goal 

“learn to communicate mathematically” is simply a repetition of one of the NCTM 

goals without an attempt to make it more specific. 

 The second reason for difficulty in following the interrelationship is the lack of 

direct relationships between the goals and the “Overview and Purpose.” For example, 

in spite of the fact that the curriculum uses visual images throughout all the lessons, 

they are formulated in the “Overview and Purpose” only in the first few lessons. 

 The third reason for difficulty in following the interrelationship is that the 

“Overview and Purpose” is written as a single, central activity that takes place in a 

particular lesson. For example, in Lesson 11 the objective is: “Students use cubes and 

the leveling-off process to develop methods for finding the average of several numbers 

and to solve word problems” (Foreman & Bennett, 1995, p. 127). It is difficult to 

guess how the activity is connected to other purposes in relation to the goals. Later in 

Lesson 12, the objective is “Students are introduced to theoretical and experimental 
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probability through the use of tile and the area model for probability. Probabilities are 

recorded as fractions” (p. 139). From the content point of view, it is possible to see the 

connections between average and the first introduction to probability, but from the 

goals point of view, the connections are not obvious nor clearly explained. The 

difficulty is that common understanding of every single separate objective is not 

enough for the teachers, because they have to use it for making decisions such as, what 

to do when the students enjoy the leaning but the learning goes too slowly. 

 In addition, there is no explanation for the teachers of how the “Overview and 

Purpose” is different from the more traditional methods of teaching mathematics. If 

teachers who were used to teaching in the traditional way take the objective of Lesson 

11 just quoted, they might ask: “in what way is it different from the traditional 

objective of understanding how to find the average of several numbers”? If they do not 

know the answer, it might be difficult for them to change. 

 Is it worthwhile to change? The NCTM (1989) standards has an explanation of 

the need for new goals. Their explanation puts society’s knowledge and intentions at 

the center of their consideration. The need for new goals emerges from changes 

occurring in society. Those changes lead to changes in the way one can find self-

fulfillment:  

Calls for reform in school mathematics suggest that new goals are 

needed. All industrial countries have experienced a shift from an 

industrial to an information society, a shift that has transformed both 

the aspects of mathematics that need to be transmitted to students and 

the concepts and procedure they must master if they are to be self-

fulfilled, productive citizens in the next century. (p. 3) 
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 The Visual Mathematics developers do not offer an explanation for the need to 

change. It seems that in addition to society’s perspective of the need for change, they 

see the need for change in the approach to the subject matter--math science--and to the 

psychology of learning, as additional motives for change. Yet, they do not explain why 

those additional motives are worthwhile for consideration.   

 Would change be meaningful and significant to the learners? It appears to be, 

given the many activities and interesting experiences, but one cannot be sure. It 

depends on the learners’ needs and culture, and the teachers’ understanding of how to 

implement the curriculum. 

3. Rationale: For Pratt (1994), rationale is justification for the program and 

theoretical thinking for setting objectives. The questions he asks deal with the way a 

rationale is represented to teachers. 

Visual Mathematics gives justification for the program in the chapter that deals 

with philosophy and values from the teachers’ guide, but it does not include the 

theories upon which the curriculum is based. Therefore, teachers are unable to 

understand the rationale and consider this rationale for their decision making process. 

The philosophy and values are stated on pages 2-4 in Starting Points (Foreman, 

1996), as eight fragmented assumptions. Each assumption deals with different subjects 

and is presented as separate issues. Assumption one is about how learning occurs: 

“when students experience this philosophy as learners and monitor their own 

development in each aspect of the philosophy, they come to understand and embrace 

this vision of what it means to learn mathematics” (p. 2). Assumption two is about the 
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nature of the human being: “There is a mathematician in each of us” (p. 2). 

Assumption three is about what is the best way to hold mathematics knowledge: 

“Experiences with models for math concepts help us understand, invent, and 

remember important math ideas” (p. 3). Assumption four is about the best process for 

learning mathematics: “Learning mathematics is a social activity” (p. 3). Assumption 

five is a description of how learning mathematics occurs: “Learning mathematics is an 

ongoing process of knowledge construction” (p. 3). Assumption six is about the 

process of learning: “‘Disequilibrium’ is a sign of new learning” (p. 3). Assumption 

seven is about the nature of mathematics: “Mathematics is a fascinating world of its 

own” (p. 4). Assumption eight is about the relationship between math and other 

subjects: “The world of mathematics connects to many other worlds” (p. 4). This way 

of presenting the philosophy is useful only for superficial knowledge. It does not give 

a real theoretical background nor a clear picture of the connections among the 

assumptions. 

Knowledge of psychology of learning is the core of the Visual Mathematics 

curriculum. The Visual Mathematics rationale seems to be based on theories such as 

the way information is processed in general and the way mathematical information is 

processed in particular; the role of activity and sensory perception in learning; learning 

in small cooperative groups; and cognitive conflict which brings disequilibrium.  

 None of those theories is fully represented or explained in Visual Mathematics’ 

guides. They are mentioned as part of the philosophy without any uniqueness. For 

example, one of the main concepts of Visual Mathematics is “visual thinking” 
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(Foreman, 1996, p. 3). The rationale says that this kind of thinking based on visual-

mental images is valuable. However, there is no explanation of what a mental image 

is, nor how the verbal understanding is connected to it. It is unclear how visual images 

are connected to other images, particularly to kinesthetic images, that become 

important when learning is enacted by doing and not only by observing the teachers. 

Another example from the rationale: “We develop deep and broad knowledge 

when we allow time for confusion and honor our difficulties” (Foreman, 1996, p. 3). 

This argument is too general when the developers do not give further explanation for 

how teachers should relate to it. When confusion and difficulties bring frustration to a 

learner, how can teachers recognize this in a classroom situation when different 

learners relate differently to different confusions and difficulties? 

The arguments for the rationale are general statements and do not make visible 

theoretical knowledge nor logical processes such as induction or deduction. Also, there 

is no evidence for the rationale, neither from the theoretical perspective nor from 

practical experiences. 

Furthermore, there are cases when the goals and the learners’ initial abilities 

seem to be the same. For example, one of the curriculum goals is to develop 

mathematical communication. Yet, at the same time, learners are expected to be able 

to communicate their sensory perceptions and mathematical insights, conjectures and 

solutions from the first lessons. If they are able to do this from the beginning, there is 

no need to develop it; yet if there are different levels of communication, there is no 

mention of those levels in the curriculum. 



 

 

184 

 

In Visual Mathematics, it is assumed that teachers are familiar with theories 

that the developers have, yet there is no presentation of those theories. Furthermore, 

teachers are expected by the developers to convince administrators and parents that 

Visual Mathematics is beneficial for the learners without the theoretical background 

that supports the curriculum. It is not clear how teachers will be able to answer 

questions such as: why switch to the Visual Mathematics curriculum? In what way is 

this curriculum better than others? Why “waste” time on group work? 

4. Objectives: It is difficult to find out if the main intentions of the curriculum 

were identified because they are not represented in the materials. The “there is no 

explicit explanation of the connection between this and the intentions. Activities, by 

their nature, focus on specific narrow issues and do not lead to the whole picture of 

intentions. 

Visual Mathematics developers narrow down the general goals into much more 

specific purposes, which give a framework for every lesson. However, the specific 

purposes cover only part of the general goals, without a systematic order. At the same 

time, there are issues in the “Overview and Purpose” which are not subordinate to the 

goals. 

An example of a phenomena of two Visual Mathematics goals that do not have 

explicit connection in the “Overview and Purpose” is: creating “self-esteem and self-

confidence,” as well as creating a “joy in learning and doing mathematics” (Foreman, 

1995, p. 2).  Also, some of the goals have only explicit presentation in the beginning. 

For example, the visual thinking goal has an explicit appearance in the first three 
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lessons and then in Lessons 6 and 7 of the curriculum, but becomes implicit in the 

objectives of the other lessons. Does this mean that visual thinking can be developed 

in those five lessons? 

Examples of objectives that do not have explicit presentation in the goals are 

all the subjects that are part of the content such as average and probability. If these are 

content issues for the “concept understanding” goal, it is not clear from the way they 

are presented. 

Do the objectives go beyond the cognitive? There is a reference to the 

emotional and social dimensions but only for the cognitive objectives. An example of 

the use of the personal dimension can be the objectives of Lesson 8:  

Students write descriptions of their feeling and understanding about 

fractions. This provides base line information that is useful for 

instructional planning and for measuring student growth. It also enables 

students to connect their past knowledge and experiences to new 

experiences with fractions. (Foreman & Bennett, 1995, p. 89) 

 

An example of the use of the social dimension for cognitive development can 

be found in the objectives of Lesson 3 “...Throughout Visual Mathematics students 

have opportunities to develop comfort with using numbers and arithmetic symbols as a 

way of communicating their thoughts about number relationships” (Foreman & 

Bennett, 1995, p. 31). 

There are no apparent priorities and there is no rationale for choosing one 

objective over another, so teachers do not have opportunities to understand the 

principles behind prioritizing them. The curriculum developers bring their own 

priorities by raising the purposes for every lesson as separate from the other lessons. 
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The written objectives are clear most of the time, yet sometimes they are not 

consistent. Some of the objectives are written only as specific activities, for example 

the objective of Lesson 8 is: “Egg cartons are used to introduce fraction equivalence. 

Students represent fractions using the part-to-whole and division concepts and discuss 

ways their representations illustrate the meaning of fractions” (Foreman & Bennett, 

1995, p. 91). Some of the objectives are written as specific activities that lead to a 

larger purpose. For example, the objective of Lesson 7 is as follows:  

Students use rectangular regions and their dimensions as models for 

counting numbers and their factors. By sorting and comparing these 

rectangular representations, students identify the unique characteristics 

of prime and composite numbers. This provides students with a 

meaningful mental image on which to base their thinking about 

numbers and their factors. (p. 75) 

 

5. Assessment: Visual Mathematics is very rich in offering ways for teachers to 

evaluate learners. Almost a third of the guidebook is devoted to this subject. There are 

many suggestions, such as student self-assessment, journals, daily reports, 

documenting observations, student interviews, student portfolios, etc. Every lesson has 

a follow-up assessments form (Foreman & Bennett, 1995, pp. 69-70). 

The main concern of the assessment process is not to assess the courses 

themselves, but to assess the advancement of the learners. This becomes tremendously 

important because the curriculum does not deal with mastering linear accumulative 

knowledge, which can be tested at regular intervals and includes all knowledge gained 

to that point, but rather deals with ongoing processes of learning to think visually, to 

understand concepts, and to communicate with others in math language.  
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 The measures offered by Visual Mathematics are an integral part of the 

learning process--intrinsic to the curriculum, rather than formal or artificial. There is 

good compatibility among different expectations of the Visual Mathematics 

curriculum. The measures incorporate high expectations of thinking and behavior in 

the learning process; at the same time there is no absolute definition for the standards.  

One example of this is Question 4 in the follow-up of Lesson 11: “The average 

of 5 numbers is 37. The difference between the largest and smallest number is 12. On 

another sheet investigate and report all that you can about the 5 numbers” (Foreman & 

Bennett, 1995, p. 134). The thinking processes used are at a high level, while the focus 

is on what the student can do. Another example is the follow-up assessment form 

which includes an evaluation of the learning as well as the process, and creation of 

new expectations for the next process, but the questions are open questions using the 

evaluator’s opinion. The form includes a series of statements for the evaluator to check 

off if they are true. Examples of some questions are: “I gave additional methods for 

solving problems,” and “I had extreme difficulty communicating my ideas” (Foreman, 

1996, p. 39). 

This places responsibility on the teachers to solve situations in which other 

forces in the system, such as national achievement tests, determine the level of 

expectations. The teachers do not have guides for putting expectations on learners or 

for solving the tension between outside tests and inside processes of learning. 

Visual Mathematics gives learners guided options to judge their own 

proficiency. The point of issue is that the teacher guide does not designate specific 
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time for learners to do this, nor give explanation for the teachers to guide their learners 

in doing this. 

 From the beginning, the intentions of the assessment is limited to part of the 

goals--the part that deals with the individual development of the learners’ 

mathematical thinking. There is no assessment of the ongoing teaching-leaning 

process in the classroom nor of the small-group learning:  

In Visual Mathematics, assessment is the ongoing process of seeking 

insights about the development of each student as a mathematician. 

This involves continuously monitoring the development of students’ 

thinking about the mathematical ideas explored in the lessons, students’ 

view of themselves as mathematicians, and the extent to which students 

understand and value the mathematical process and integrate this 

process into their own way of approaching new problems or ideas. 

(Foreman, 1996, p. 35) 

 

 The measures do not test the final product, but rather, test the learning process 

of individuals. Therefore the questions of validity, reliability and efficiency are not 

relevant. The curriculum offers various ways of assessment such as: follow-up of 

every lesson process, observations, interviews, and student journals. This variety of 

assessment strategies provides important information for the teachers to assess their 

learners. The trouble is that it is not clear from the teacher guides how teachers will 

use the information they receive from the assessment process. For example, Visual 

Mathematics offers some characteristics of student self-assessments. After explaining 

what the learners can gain from the process and after offering generally how to 

conduct it, they describe what teachers should look for: signs of changes and growth in 

their self-confidence, understandings, and achievement; alignment of learners’ beliefs 
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and thoughts about their performance with their actual performance; willingness to 

think and be introspective; high self-expectations; and meaningful criteria for self-

assessment. The question is, how can those elements be found in the learners’ self-

assessment? There is no explanation nor example for analyzing student work for 

evidence of these qualities. 

It seems that the strategies for assessment give room for teachers to assess less 

able learners from their personal advancement point of view and not by comparison to 

others. This might decrease the anxiety of less able learners from measurement. 

However, nothing is said about how the teachers are going to struggle with the need to 

give traditional grades and nothing is said about how teachers are expected to struggle 

with less able learners.  

 The open system allows teachers to match between their purposes and their 

grading system, but there are no guides for explaining how to do this. Also, there is no 

full explanation in the teacher guide for how to grade the learners according to 

different school requirements. There is no advice on how to combine all the 

information. There is a suggestion to allow learners to be involved with the teacher to 

develop a graded guide, which can be used among the teachers, their learners, and their 

parents. 

The assessment system does not offer a grade system, rather a descriptive 

ongoing process of estimation. At the same time, the objectives are not formulated for 

defined achievement. Again, it is left up to teachers to find solutions where grades are 

needed and the assessment system does not bring ideas for how to do this. 
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The developers offer a follow-up process for evaluation purposes. This 

everyday process can give teachers a lot of information about learners’ needs. 

However, teachers are not expected to use this information to alter their instructions, 

rather mostly to evaluate the learners. 

6. Context: Pratt (1994) views the context of a curriculum as having three 

levels: social level; the sequence of the school curriculum; and, the curriculum policy. 

In the social context, the Visual Mathematics curriculum is not written for a 

specific community nor for specific institution. It is written for general American 

culture and norms, according to the NCTM (1989). It is up to the teachers to attempt to 

fit the curriculum to their community and institutional context. The curriculum does 

not relate to this issue.  

Visual Mathematics developers accept the necessity to take into consideration 

the contemporary life outside the school. They follow the NCTM standards (1989), 

which relate to contemporary life mainly from the perspective of the socio-economic 

shift from an industrial society to an information society. This shift brings new societal 

perspectives for mathematics education: the need for mathematically literate workers, 

the expectation of lifelong mathematics learning, giving equal opportunity to possess 

basic mathematics knowledge, and the importance of such knowledge to maintain 

democracy. These are generalizations for mainstream students in the United States 

relating to aspects of work and citizenship. They do not relate to specific aspects of 

specific communities nor to aspects of culture and tradition.  
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At the curriculum sequence level, Visual Mathematics is presented as 

connected to other mathematical curricula. It declares to be a four year series of 

courses based on the visual thinking philosophy of Math and the Mind’s Eye and is 

designed for use in the middle grades as one continuum from the Math and the Mind’s 

Eye which is a planned curriculum and materials for the elementary grades.  

There is no mention of other curricula for other subjects. It is up to teachers to 

fit other curricula to Visual Mathematics. It might be very difficult for teachers to fit 

other curricula to Visual Mathematics, because of the lack of theoretical explanation 

and lack of priorities in the objectives and activities. For example, teachers might find 

it difficult to decide whether bringing an exercise worksheet complements the lesson 

or if it will work against the intentions of curriculum. 

There is a feeling that the developers of Visual Mathematics see clear linkages 

between each course or unit, but there is no explicit explanation for it. Sometimes the 

explanation comes as “big ideas” presented in each lesson (Foreman & Bennett, 1995, 

p. 59). 

 At the policy level, there is presentation of a relationship between Visual 

Mathematics and state or district guidelines. The materials match the Adapted 

Common Curriculum Goals (Paulus, 1996) of the Oregon Department of Education. 

Visual Mathematics developers have a similar general understanding of Mathematics 

to the State Department of Education in their use of numbers and symbols to define, 

communicate and solve problems. The Visual Mathematics subject and approach fit 



 

 

192 

 

the benchmarks for grade 8. The benchmarks establish what students must know and 

be able to do on state tests and classroom assignments (Paulus, 1996). 

 7. Entry characteristics: Pratt (1994) asks a series of questions about the way 

curriculum should relate to the characteristics of the learners. For example, is the 

cultural background of learners acknowledged and respected? Are the necessary 

prerequisites identified? Visual Mathematics does not relate to specific learners; thus 

there is no description of them nor other processes concerned with specific learners. 

 8. Instruction: The developers of Visual Mathematics think that instruction 

does match student needs:  

By adjusting the depth and breadth of the lesson activities, Visual 

Mathematics can be used successfully with various grouping of 

students. For example, although the majority of teachers using Visual 

Mathematics, Course 1, works with students in grades 5 or 6, this 

course is currently used in a range of classrooms from fourth grade 

through high school general math and pre-algebra, and from remedial 

courses through classes for the gifted. This adaptability--and the 

emphasis on group work--makes Visual Mathematics especially 

effective in heterogeneous classrooms. (Foreman, 1996, p. 5) 

 

For learners who need additional background, there is extensive cross-

referencing to Course 1. 

The teacher materials point out that the instructions bring little ideas into the 

big, central idea, and that the central idea is repeated throughout the lessons. The 

purpose of this structure is explained in two ways. First, it enables learners to make 

sense out of a new idea by connecting that idea with their existing knowledge. Second, 

the appearance of mathematical ideas in unfamiliar contexts can cause learners to re-

think meaning and deepen their understanding. This might be correct from the 
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developer’s knowledge of psychology of learning, but it is not necessarily correct for 

the particular needs of particular learners. 

Since there are no specific learners for the curriculum, it is difficult to evaluate 

if the instructional content is appropriate and interesting for every learner. However, it 

is possible to say that the instructional content seems to be varied and challenging; 

thus has the potential to be appropriate and interesting. Again, it is up to teachers to 

use the potential in appropriate and interesting ways. 

Furthermore, since there are no specific learners for the curriculum, it is 

difficult to evaluate if the instruction ensures early success. The curriculum developers 

offer techniques that keep a positive classroom climate throughout the mathematics 

lessons: “Students who have regular opportunities to share and debate ideas and to 

reach their own conclusion become confident learners who formulate and investigate 

their own questions, value other points of view, and welcome difficult problems” 

(Foreman, 1996, p. 16). It is possible to say that the way the instructions are laid out 

open potential for early significant success. This is due to the gradual instructional 

introduction to each subject and to the nature of instructions that are opened to some 

level of activity process and solution. Achieving each of them can be considered a 

success. 

Once again, since there are no specific learners for the curriculum, it is difficult 

to evaluate if the sequence and pacing are appropriate.  
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 The most direct connections exist between “Overview and Purpose” and 

instructions. Very often the purposes appear to be the summary of instructions in a 

lesson. 

The instructions of Visual Mathematics are presented as well organized in 

three dimensions: continuity, sequence, and integration. Visual Mathematics is a four-

year series of courses for middle grades, and is connected very well to the previous 

elementary grade’s Math and the Mind’s Eye curriculum.  

Visual Mathematics curriculum maintains a sequence with the vision that 

“learning mathematics is an ongoing process of knowledge construction” (Foreman, 

1996, p. 3). Throughout the curriculum, the developers construct new understanding 

each time they consider an idea from a different point of view. Visual Mathematics 

presents a sequence which progresses in circles that become wider and wider in the 

ongoing processes of mathematics’ learning. One example of this is, learning the 

concept of average in Lesson 10 and then using the average concept to learn 

probability in Lesson 12.  

Visual Mathematics makes many attempts to integrate mathematics with 

learners. For example, learners record their views for the meaning of average prior to 

exploring the concept of average (Foreman & Bennett, 1995, p. 115). Visual 

Mathematics has some threads that help organize the experiences. The main thread is 

the gradual enlargement of each mathematical concept. Another thread is having 

experience with visual models. Another thread is group work for learning, not only as 

individuals but also from each other. Yet another thread is the way the instructions are 
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technically presented as starting with connector activities then passing to new 

activities and then coming to follow-up activities. In the materials, only the technical 

presentation of the instructions are easy to figure out. All the factors that deal with the 

organization of the content are very difficult to follow. Visual Mathematics does not 

offer mutual support. 

Curriculum developers describe their intentions for instruction as: “each Visual 

Mathematics lesson activity provides a possible sequence of actions and examples of 

student responses, as well as suggestions for assessing student learning and for 

extending or adapting activities to accommodate student thinking and questions that 

emerge” (Foreman, 1996, p. 5). The curriculum developers consider the sequence and 

pacing to be up to teachers, but again, without a theoretical background, teachers can 

make limited decisions, mainly in accordance with their present learners’ behavior. 

In terms of ideas for teaching strategies, the curriculum materials are rich. The 

strategies presented with the instructions includes individual strategy, dyadic work, 

and small group cooperation. They include experimenting and all kinds of verbal 

interaction and writing. Again, the difficulty is that the curriculum does not give 

theoretical background for the strategy--the advantages and limitations of every 

strategy--and does not refer the teacher to other books or guides. It also does not guide 

the teachers on how to enact different strategies nor how to pass from one strategy to 

another. It is not clear how teachers are supposed to be able to implement those varied 

strategies. 
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The curriculum does not address the issue of different learning styles. On the 

contrary, it gives advantages to learners who learn through their visual perception and 

to those who like to experiment with the learning. However, the curriculum developers 

do not see this as a problem. For example, in Starting Points, (Foreman, 1996) on page 

34, there is a specific sentence to show how their curriculum meets all learners’ 

sensory preferences: “a close look at the curriculum shows that emphasis is placed on 

use of all the senses.” This is not a convincing argument, since all our senses are in use 

all the time. The question is, which sense is central for learning? In Visual 

Mathematics, the visual perception is irreplaceable; thus if learners do not prefer this 

mode, they will have hard time assimilating the knowledge. 

Pratt (1994) asks if there is provision for regular, interesting, and monitored 

homework. Homework is up to the teachers, according to Visual Mathematics. The 

curriculum offers very rich activities and an assessment process which can be done as 

homework. Again, the teacher has to make decisions about homework without 

guidance from the curriculum. 

9. Individual differences: Visual Mathematics has no specific learners, because 

it is a curriculum plan that is expected to fit all learners in middle school. It seems that 

the curriculum developers have a lot of experience with learners of mathematics, but 

they do not find it necessary to share with teachers how they came about choosing this 

curriculum from the learners’ point of view. 

The curriculum developers have in mind that the learners can be different from 

what curriculum expects, yet they offer limited solutions for the teachers. For example, 
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if a learner in Course II needs additional background information, the solution given is 

extensive cross-referencing to activities in Course I. 

Visual Mathematics developers believe that they do not need to deal with the 

learners’ needs because they offer “alternative forms of instruction that permit students 

to build their repertoire of mathematical knowledge and their abilities for posing, 

constructing, exploring, solving, and justifying mathematical problems and concepts” 

(Foreman, 1996, p. 9). 

The developers release themselves from the responsibility of matching their 

curriculum to learners by giving this responsibility to teachers in the classrooms:  

The lessons are designed to be starting points of investigations; the 

sequence of actions provide a direction one could pursue and be likely 

to evoke meaningful mathematical discussions and observations related 

to the big idea of the lesson. However, in reality the direction a lesson 

takes is determined by the student thinking that surfaces. (Foreman, 

1996, p. 12) 

 

According to Visual Mathematics developers, teachers make decisions about 

the way to relate to learners when mathematics lessons occur in the classroom. They 

even offer a list of questions--“few of the myriad”--that might float through a teacher’s 

mind and require decision making during mathematics lessons.  

In order to help teachers respond to particular learners, developers of Visual 

Mathematics offer comments for solving expected difficulties in meeting with the 

learners’ needs. For example, the comments for Lesson 7: 

Some students may wish to build or sketch rectangles for the numbers 

13-20. Encourage this. The point of this activity is to provide a 

meaningful visual model that will facilitate the retention and 

recollection of factors rather than to promote the rote memorization of 
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facts. Hands on experiences forming and mentally picturing rectangles 

help to reinforce this model. Hence, even if students remember 

multiplication ‘fact’ for numbers, encourage them to visualize 

rectangles representing the facts. (Foreman & Bennett, 1995, p. 76) 

 

The developers admit that, even though they expect many commonalties in 

learners’ responses and learners’ needs, they are never identical. Yet, from their point 

of view: “We have found this feature to be what keeps the lessons alive, challenging, 

and fascinating for us, no matter how many times we explore them with students” 

(Foreman, 1996, p. 13). 

10. Resources: Visual Mathematics supplies good resources for teachers. 

Consumable and communication materials are described and high quality materials are 

available to teachers. Everything that is needed is described or can be easily purchased. 

The curriculum is flexible in a way that enables teachers to decide about the total time 

consumption--the curriculum can take between two and four years to complete.  

 Pratt (1994) asks about the definition of the instructor qualities and 

responsibilities as part of curriculum resources. 

Pages 11-14 in Starting Points (Foreman, 1996) deal with the roles of teachers. 

There is a list for the teachers regarding how to nurture student confidence and 

autonomy and nourish each developing mathematician. 

The role of teachers as implementors of the curriculum is emphasized. For 

example, in the preface it states that the ideas presented “...are intended to provoke 

questions, new thoughts, and discussions as you design your own strategies for 

implementing the curriculum” (Foreman, 1996, p. vii). 
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The role of teachers as implementors is especially emphasized when compared 

to the creative role of the learners: “the student is thinker, inventor, questioner, 

collaborator, problem-solver, and problem-poser, while the teacher is the classroom 

facilitator who nurtures intellectual autonomy, confidence, collaboration, and 

reflective thinking in students” (Foreman, 1996, p. 5).  

 The opening sentence of Chapter Four--Organizing, Planning, Pacing and 

Facilitating Lessons--says: “Visual Mathematics promotes a nontraditional approach 

that shifts the emphasis from a teacher-centered to a student-centered environment” 

(Foreman, 1996, p. 27). This sentence makes the teachers’ responsibilities unclear. 

Students are usually at the center of the teachers’ thoughts (Lortie, 1981). When 

teachers use a frontal teaching strategy, they talk to the students, demonstrate to them, 

ask them questions and follow their learning advancement. When teachers use an 

active learning strategy, they lead the learners’ exploration and manipulation. In what 

ways are the students more at the center in the active strategy than in the frontal 

strategy, and what does this mean for the teachers’ qualities and responsibilities? 

 Pratt (1994) also asks about indication for parents’ role as guests, and 

administrators as part of curriculum resources. 

There is a section in Starting Points (Foreman, 1996, pp. 65-68) that deals with 

the question of gaining support from concerned community members. The developers 

suggest that the teachers inform administrators about the curriculum content. In this 

way, the administrators can field questions from and provide reassurance to concerned 

community members; thus reducing the need for teacher involvement in responding to 
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the community. The reason to inform parents of curriculum content is “once a group of 

parent advocates understand the spirit and intent of the program, they can calm the 

fears of many in-coming community members” (p. 68). The curriculum developers lay 

out technical suggestions for how to present this to parents and administrators as well 

as offer a video that can be shown to parents. The question is, can teachers who are 

new to the Visual Mathematics curriculum adequately defend it without a theoretical 

background? 

 11. Tryout: Pratt (1994) asks about the provision for pilot and field testing. The 

curriculum writers of Visual Mathematics wrote: “after extensive field testing in our 

own and other teachers’ classrooms, our vision for Visual Mathematics has expanded 

to a series of four one-year courses for middle grade students” (Foreman, 1996, p. 4). 

There are no other details about pilot testing. There is description of limited field 

testing and promise for further testing. 

Another one of Pratt’s (1994) questions is about description of pilot and field 

test results. The most detailed results come from Portsmouth High School in Portland, 

Oregon which is considered a disadvantaged urban school. The results show: 

1. Increase in the number of eighth grade students placed in advanced math 

classes. In 1991, 8% of students enrolled in algebra, while in 1994, 41% 

enrolled. In 1991, 46% were qualified to enroll in algebra or pre-algebra, 

while in 1994, 67% were qualified. 
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2. Portsmouth students outperformed the disadvantaged urban sample on the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress Exam. The students scored at 

least as well as the national sample on 25 of the 27 items.  

3. Portsmouth students made steady improvement in complex thinking, 

reasoning skills, and mathematical knowledge between sixth and eighth 

grade. Those elements were tested by open-ended tasks by QUASAR. 

The manner in which the research is presented brings up many essential 

questions. For example: is the introduction of the Visual Mathematics curriculum the 

only change that occurred in those classes? Are the math teachers the same as before 

the Visual Mathematics curriculum was implemented, or were new teachers brought in 

with the new curriculum? The findings are not presented in a scientific way. Also, 

there are no citations of research reports which teachers could access if they wanted 

more information. 

 12. Program evaluation: The only criterion for evaluation is the individual 

learners’ development. There are many suggestions for evaluation of individual 

learners’ development: follow-up after every lesson, student self-assessment, journals, 

student interviews, student portfolios, etc. Again, it is up to the teachers and the 

pressure put on them from administrators to decide how to use the information from 

the evaluation process. 

There is no structured procedure for feedback on the curriculum from users. 

Teachers are given the option to write to the developers with their questions and 

comments. Also, provision for ongoing revision of the curriculum might happen, but it 
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is not clear from the materials that the curriculum is expected to be under ongoing 

revision. In any case, the high prices of the guides and the aids indicate that revision 

does not happen frequently. 

 13. Implementation: Visual Mathematics is very clear and well organized for 

the teachers’ classroom implementation. Lesson presentation is organized in a 

consistent format, and gives teachers many ideas for instructions. There are optional 

materials, for example, videotapes presenting the philosophy and methods of the 

program which can be used for explaining the program to parents. Also, there are 

student activities packets containing all the activity sheets learners need. 

It seems as though it is possible to adopt and implement this curriculum easily. 

Nevertheless, it is only easy when teachers follow the exact steps of the teacher guides. 

Any adaptation of the well-paved instructions will be difficult to adopt.  

The curriculum developers believe that the way to change teacher habits is by 

giving them principles and letting them practice the principles and talk with peers until 

they are able to adopt new habits. A good example of this approach is found in 

Chapter Three on the classroom climate and communications. The chapter is built 

from a list of comments such as: focusing on student thinking in classroom discourse, 

smoothing the path of change for students, giving nonjudgmental feedback, and 

forming groups. Usually, the comments are presented in general, simple and ideal 

words. For example, the way “forming groups” is presented:  

The Visual Mathematics curriculum is written with a heterogeneous 

group class in mind, and hence, activities are designed so students at all 

achievement levels have access to the big ideas of the lesson and so that 
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all students can be challenged to extend their thinking. Within small 

groups we prefer to maintain a heterogeneous mix of achievement 

levels--often it is the ‘lower’ achieving student who asks a question or 

suggests an idea that leads to important insights, sparks meaningful 

discussion, or requires other students to clarify their perceptions. 

However, when students are in ability groups, the ‘low’ students 

generally know how they are perceived, lose confidence, and withdraw. 

(Foreman, 1996, p. 26) 

 

This comment ignores any complexity. Does a heterogeneous group always 

enable access to the central ideas for learners at all achievement levels? Why is it that 

the “lower” achieving learners ask questions that “spark meaningful discussion” and 

the “high” achieving learners answer in a way that really teaches them? Is it not better 

for the “low” achieving learners to study with a teacher who has skills to identify their 

difficulties and to teach in a way that may help them overcome their difficulties? How 

can a “high” achieving student be prevented from ruling the whole learning process in 

the group and not ignore the “low” achieving and the other passive children in the 

group? Those questions are not intended to undermine the importance of learning in 

small heterogeneous groups; they are to point out that group learning is not obvious 

nor simple.  

Teachers should know about the complexity of theories and about the findings 

on heterogeneous classrooms and working in those classrooms in heterogeneous small 

groups. The Institute for Advancement of Social Integration in the Formal Education 

in Israel runs a 60 hour course that is obligatory for each teacher who intends to use 

their curriculum, and gives another two years of hand-in-hand supervision support to 

enable teachers to transfer from other teaching strategies to small heterogeneous group 
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work. The reason for this is other habits are not only outside behavior issues, but 

represent an integration of deep beliefs and philosophies, personality traits, and 

internalized habits.  

In Chapter Three of Starting Points (Foreman, 1996), eight lines are enough to 

build expectations of the teachers to implement teaching in small heterogeneous 

groups. This set of expectations on forming groups is only one among many others, 

and each of them shows a tremendous change from traditional mathematics teaching.  

It is interesting that the teacher guide includes the expected learning 

complexities in adopting curriculum which is different from the traditional one, and 

recognizes the need for teacher mediation, but expects the teachers to make the change 

by having curriculum deal with the technical problems and not with the change itself. 

The Math Learning Center offers a series of Visual Mathematics workshops. 

These workshops include: introductory explanations of the Visual Mathematics 

curriculum and philosophy; follow-up workshops that look more deeply at the 

curriculum and issues related to its implementation; and workshops that provide 

ongoing support throughout the school year. It is also possible to initiate a workshop 

through direct communication with The Math Learning Center. 

 14. Production qualities: The quality of the production is good: the curriculum 

appears to be professional; the guidebooks are printed and illustrated; the guidebooks 

are attractive and not big and bulky which is also an attractive attribute to the teacher; 

the guidebooks are quite easy to follow; and the guidebooks are free of jargon and 

vagueness. 
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Nevertheless, the materials are not void of pretentiousness. The style of writing 

has a tone of omniscience--no hesitations, no room for alternate views, and the use of 

superlatives. For example, “we construct new understandings each time we consider 

an idea from a different point of view” (Foreman, 1996, p. 3). 

To conclude, the central findings from Pratt’s (1994) evaluation guide are:  

1.  Visual Mathematics is written for the teachers to implement. It brings rich 

ideas and varied strategies. 

2.  Visual Mathematics is a curriculum driven by goals coming from society’s 

need for functional workers and citizens. They are different from traditional 

aims in their mathematical content and in that they are formulated as a process 

and not as a final result. Even though the goals are new for teachers and 

dictated to them, there is no explanation of how they are different and how the 

change is going to occur for them. 

3.  Visual Mathematics is built for many years of use in middle level classes. It is a 

unique curriculum with connection to similar mathematics curricula, but it is 

isolated from other subjects or educational issues. 

4.  The main theoretical sources for Visual Mathematics come from the 

psychology of learning. However, those theories are not elaborated on in the 

teacher guides. 

5.  The Visual Mathematics curriculum does not relate to specific learners. The 

developers believe that teachers can fit this curriculum to every learner. 
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6.  Visual Mathematics materials include specific instructions to follow and do not 

offer any theory or research results enabling teachers to consider different 

options for decision making. 

7.  The instructions are connected to the purposes but ignore different learners, 

different communities, different philosophies and values, different theories of 

psychology and different teachers. 

The discrepancy between curriculum and teaching is maintained in a Visual 

Mathematics curriculum. The developers have certain expectations of the teachers, but 

do not provide conditions to fulfill them. The expectations are: 

1. Teachers are expected to implement and interpret the Visual Mathematics 

curriculum, but the developers do not provide them with the necessary 

theory to enable consideration of the instruction. 

2. Teachers are expected to change their previous approach to Mathematics, 

but the developers do not provide explanation as to what the differences are 

and what transition is needed.  

3. Teachers are expected to apply the practical word-for-word instructions 

given in the curriculum to learners in their classroom. Since the instructions 

are so specific, they do not allow teachers to address different learners’ 

needs in different classroom situations. 

 How does this discrepancy occur? Why does such a worthwhile production--

varied and rich curriculum--that is written especially for teachers, maintain the 

discrepancy between curriculum and teaching? It can be assumed that Visual 
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Mathematics developers are familiar with the theories underlining their curriculum. 

They are probably familiar with the previous curriculum of mathematics and are able 

to explain the shift to the new curriculum and what is demanded from teachers. Also, 

they probably have had experience as teachers with difficulty teaching different 

learners in a real classroom situation. Therefore, why have they chosen to present the 

curriculum with this discrepancy? The next section looks for the absence of teaching 

planning and might give an answer to this question.  

Look For Absence 

 

 

There are several places where the Visual Mathematics developers come close 

to touching upon teaching planning, but not enough to open options for teaching 

planning. Chapter Four in Starting Points (Foreman, 1996) is called “Organizing, 

Planning, Pacing and Facilitating Lessons,” but there is more written about how 

unpredictable lessons are than the planning of them. 

Visual Mathematics developers offer teachers three factors which may 

influence their decisions about adopting one activity or another. The factors are: 

 keeping student engagement high; 

 enabling students to develop both deep and broad knowledge of 

mathematics; and 

 developing in students a sense for the meaning and purpose of “doing 

mathematics.” 
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 These factors can be critical points for teachers to use in making decisions, but 

those criteria are too general and help teachers make on-the-spot decisions rather than 

help with their planning. There are many more complicated questions for teachers to 

judge, such as: how can student engagement be kept high and at the same time achieve 

high standards of learning? What can teachers do when they have high engagement 

only in a low level of math? How can this situation be changed? etc. 

The curriculum developers recognize the important fact that learners need 

teachers as mediators in order to adopt a specific curriculum approach and content, but 

they do not come with a solution of planning for this mediation. 

The lack of possibility for a curriculum as precise and detailed as Visual 

Mathematics, to replace teaching planning, is also expressed in the difficulties pointed 

out in Chapter Four on organization under the outline “Other Issues” (Foreman, 1996, 

p. 33). The other issues are: how to change the sequence of lessons, how to start the 

implementation, how to meet with all types of learners, how to deal with student 

absences, how to bring new students on board, and how to support substitutes. Each of 

those issues received no more than 10 lines and is not given a sufficient response. This 

is because it is impossible for a general curriculum to relate to the variety of situations 

which can happen in any particular classroom. Who will relate to the situations if not 

the particular teachers? Visual Mathematics developers do not offer planning as a 

means for individual teachers to relate to the situations. 

The presentation of Visual Mathematics using Pratt’s (1994) evaluation guide, 

already reveals the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. It is clear that Visual 
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Mathematics developers have no expectation for the use of teaching planning. The 

questions are: how is the absence of teaching planning significant in maintaining the 

discrepancy between curriculum and teaching, and what are the expected difficulties 

for Visual Mathematics of not having teaching planning to maintain an effective link.  

Absence of Teaching Planning 

 To find out what the role is of the absence of teaching planning, it is beneficial 

to go back to Tyler’s (1949) rationale. An examination of Visual Mathematics in the 

context of Tyler’s rationale might show not only the role of teaching planning, but also 

help point out the trap that Visual Mathematics enters when teaching planning is 

absent. 

 As presented earlier in Chapter II, Tyler’s (1949) rationale is the basic model 

for curriculum planning. It describes the process of planning curriculum in a way that 

serves as a basis for teaching. Tyler’s’ rationale does not face issues of personal 

philosophy, beliefs, and values; it is a rationale that is supposed to fit any curriculum. 

It is possible to examine Visual Mathematics in the context of Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale because Visual Mathematics developers follow the same central belief that 

planning curriculum in a systematic way is essential for the quality of teaching. It is 

valuable to perform this examination because Tyler’s rationale is a model that does not 

succeed in reducing the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. Is the way 

Visual Mathematics struggles with this discrepancy any better? 
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The examination follows the steps of Tyler’s (1949) rationale as presented in 

Chapter II. It starts with the steps of cyclic planning and continues with vertical 

planning. The examination emphasizes the similarities and differences in the basic 

thoughts. 

Cyclic planning.  Visual Mathematics adheres to the steps of Tyler’s (1949) 

cyclic planning: determine objectives, select experiences, organize instructions 

effectively, and evaluate the learners effectively. 

Visual Mathematics, as well as Tyler’s (1949) rationale, does not differentiate 

between curriculum and instruction--good curriculum planning can become actual 

instructions in the classroom. Therefore, instructions in curriculum planning are 

sufficient and teacher mediation by planning their own teaching is unnecessary. 

Visual Mathematics, as well as Tyler’s (1949) rationale, assumes that major 

teacher responses to specific learners in the classroom can be predicted by the 

curriculum. Tyler’s assumption emerges from ignoring the a-rational (without need for 

rational thinking) part of teachers’ work--response to the learners. Visual Mathematics 

curriculum emerges from the assumption that it is possible to generalize most learner 

behavior. If major teacher responses can be predicted by curriculum that does not take 

particular learners into consideration, there is no need for teaching planning. 

In spite of adhering to the steps of Tyler’s (1949) rationale, Visual 

Mathematics developers do not suggest that planning needs to be done by teachers 

themselves and it is not cyclic. They themselves follow the steps of cyclic planning 

during the process of writing curriculum planning, but then it has to be implemented 
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by teachers. There is a suggestion for teachers to send feedback and evidence from 

learners’ work to the developers, but this process most likely will not change the 

whole curriculum. 

 Teaching planning is absent in both understandings of curriculum; thus 

releasing individual teachers from the role of filtering society’s knowledge with 

specific conditions for learners and, by that, making it difficult for teachers to take 

responsibility for particular learners. 

 The absence of teaching planning is more significant in Visual Mathematics 

because of the differences in the level of teacher involvement. In Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale, teachers as a group are the ones who plan the curriculum, so the discrepancy 

between curriculum and teaching is probably smaller--teachers write curriculum with 

their level of knowledge and they have the opportunity to learn content they are not 

familiar with through the process of developing the curriculum. 

 Nevertheless, the chance that teachers are able to come up with a new theory of 

learning, with the ability to write a curriculum at a professional level--as Visual 

Mathematics curriculum is--is rare. 

Teachers who want to plan, might find it more difficult to plan using Visual 

Mathematics, or, if they are not familiar with the theories underlining the curriculum 

planning. One could argue that teachers learn theory in their pre-service and in-service 

education, and they should be familiar with the main, central theories used for Visual 

Mathematics. 
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However, it is important to note at this point, that theories in psychology of 

learning such as Piaget’s developmental theory (Piaget & Ihelder, 1969) or information 

processing theory (Sternberg, 1986), do not take into consideration complicated 

conditions of teaching-learning in classroom settings. Using these theories for 

teaching-learning leads to making specific interpretations of them in classroom 

settings. Even if teachers have the theoretical background of these theories, it does not 

mean that they learn to interpret them in teaching-learning situations in the classroom. 

Even if teachers do learn to interpret such theories in the school setting, it is not taken 

for granted that they have learned the same interpretations of the theories. 

From the other side, Tyler (1949) has placed high expectations on teachers to 

be able to plan a full curriculum independently in addition to their classroom tasks. 

Consequently, teachers will be so busy that they simply won’t have time to engage in 

teaching planning. Visual Mathematics is just the opposite: it expects teachers not to 

think about planning at all--any instruction that is needed and any comments that can 

be made are in the Visual Mathematics curriculum.  

The separation of branches--curriculum developers plan curriculum and 

teachers concentrate on the actual teaching--leads to an inability to maintain the cycle 

between planning and teaching. Developers of Visual Mathematics have their own 

closed cycle of planning and trying out their planning as a means of feedback, but 

teachers are not involved in this cycle. For teachers, planning is a mandate for 

implementing curriculum in the classroom. The more teachers follow the curriculum, 
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the better they can implement it, meaning they are expected to mediate without 

personality and without considering learners’ needs--without teaching planning. 

To summarize cyclic planning, it seems that absence of teaching planning in 

Visual Mathematics leads to releasing individual teachers from taking responsibility 

for particular learners. Also, it does not allow the cycle between planning and teaching 

to be maintained. 

Vertical planning.  In vertical planning, the differences between Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale for curriculum planning and Visual Mathematics’ curriculum planning 

become even more prominent. What follows is a comparison according to the planning 

steps of Tyler’s rationale. 

Determining objectives: According to Tyler (1949), there are five sources of 

data in order to determine objectives: learners, life outside of school, subject 

specialists, philosophy for values, and psychology of learning. 

 The learners are the first source in Tyler’s (1949) rationale, but they cannot be 

a source for Visual Mathematics developers. The reason is that Tyler’s rationale on 

planning relates to a situation of no separation between the branch that plans 

curriculum and the branch that teaches curriculum in the classroom. In comparison, 

Visual Mathematics, separates the branch of planning from the branch of teaching. 

Curriculum developers develop curriculum without relating to specific learners. For 

Visual Mathematics developers, the goals are derived from NCTM (1989) policy 

goals. The developers expect teachers to accept the instructions as they are given and 

to be able to bridge between instructions and learners in the lessons. 
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Life outside of school is another source in Tyler’s (1949) rationale for 

determining objectives. Visual Mathematics relates only to the common denominator 

of all American culture, only in terms of future workers and citizens. There are no 

expectations for teachers to struggle with this issue. 

Subject specialists have a limited role as advisors to teachers in Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale for determining objectives. By this, Tyler prevents a gap between the 

knowledge of the subject embedded in the curriculum and teachers’ knowledge of the 

same subject. Visual Mathematics is lead by subject specialists and by that creates a 

gap between curriculum knowledge and teachers’ knowledge of the subject. 

Philosophy for values and psychology of learning are sources in Tyler’s (1949) 

rationale for determining objectives. In Visual Mathematics, the emphasis is on the 

psychology of learning and it does not explicitly present the connections between 

philosophy and psychology of learning on one side, and the decision process about 

objectives on the other side. Mostly, philosophy and psychology come to justify the 

existing curriculum, without offering an explanation for teachers to be able to use this 

knowledge. 

Tyler (1949) tries to be connected as much as possible to teaching conditions. 

He took the risk of having too much information to process in order to determine 

objectives. To be able to collect this amount of data he suggests that all teachers in a 

school work in cooperation with each other. By doing that, he sets apart teachers as a 

group that shares the planning, and the same teachers as an individuals who need 

planning for the specific classroom.  
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Visual Mathematics comes from the other side. The curriculum is completely 

disconnected from teachers’ work conditions--learners and life outside of school. Also, 

the curriculum is unconnected to the teachers’ philosophy, values, and knowledge of 

psychology. Visual Mathematics developers, by being subject specialists, are 

connected mostly to the subject matter--having knowledge of the subject and how to 

combine it with the psychology of learning. This explains once more from another 

perspective what happens when teaching planning is absent: Visual Mathematics as a 

curriculum, lacks a connection to the collection of data about the reality of teaching. 

Selecting experiences: For Tyler (1949), the selection of experiences is a 

mediating process between objectives and learners. For Visual Mathematics, the 

selection of experiences is a way to tell teachers what to do with learners in order to let 

them study. 

Both Tyler (1949) and Visual Mathematics developers “translate” curriculum 

knowledge to teaching knowledge by presenting detailed instructions ready for 

teachers to use. They are also similar in that they both do not make room for individual 

teachers to plan and select the experiences. They both avoid the need to close the 

discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. 

Tyler (1949) replaces teaching planning by asking teachers to plan the school 

curriculum, and then view that school curriculum as the specific classroom curriculum. 

Visual Mathematics developers replace teaching planning using two steps. One is 

using psychology of learning theories to generalize for all learner behavior. The other 
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is experimenting with the planned instructions in a limited number of real classrooms 

with real learners and matching the instruction to their specific classrooms.  

Not considering teaching planning in Visual Mathematics leads developers of 

the curriculum to believe that teacher responses to learners’ differences can adequately 

be made directly in the classrooms while teaching during lessons. 

Organizing instructions: For Tyler (1949), the organization of instruction is for 

effectiveness: to produce cumulative effect of the learning of each subject and for 

integrating knowledge from different subjects. Visual Mathematics developers are 

aware of the need to organize instructions in the subject of Mathematics but they seem 

closed in their subject shell and do not integrate their curriculum with other subjects or 

areas in school education. 

Teaching planning is absent in both understandings of organizing instructions. 

Both believe that it is possible to organize instructions out of and before actual 

teaching and for long-range planning.  

If teaching planning takes place, teachers could separate between long-range 

and short-range planning: the long-range could include decisions in principle, the 

short-range could include the every day plan for actual teaching. The short-range could 

be changed by teachers depending on what is happening in the classroom and then 

could alter the long-range planning accordingly. If teaching planning is absent, 

teachers work only in one dimension--the dimension of solving problems--so the 

teaching-learning will go smoothly. 
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Evaluate effectiveness: For Tyler (1949), evaluating effectively means to 

evaluate learners for the purpose of improving curriculum planning. Visual 

Mathematics developers focus on general learners and give ways of evaluating them to 

follow up their advancement. 

The last step in examining options for teaching planning is the evaluation 

process. If the evaluation process, is only to ensure the advancement of learners and is 

not used as feedback for the curriculum, it would be sufficient for teachers to reflect on 

their everyday work in the classroom and give each learner a reliable report on his or 

her advancement. This process of evaluating does not allow for change in curriculum 

planning. 

To summarize vertical planning, it seems that absence of teaching planning in 

Visual Mathematics cuts off curriculum materials from data about the reality of 

teaching. The curriculum has its own set of considerations, and teaching works only to 

solve problems so the teaching-learning will go smoothly. 

To conclude, using Tyler’s (1949) rationale as a point of reference, Visual 

Mathematics does not allow for teaching planning in two ways: one, by following 

Tyler’s rationale, and two, by not following Tyler’s rationale. By using Tyler’s 

rationale to plan curriculum for teachers to implement, Visual Mathematics does not 

open room for teaching planning in the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. 

By choosing to lead teachers step by step and not support teachers’ consideration, 

Visual Mathematics hammers the last nail in teaching planning’s coffin.  
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Expected Difficulties 

To examine the difficulties, a follow up of the findings from the evaluation of 

Visual Mathematics using Pratt’s (1994) evaluation guide is conducted. The 

discrepancy between curriculum and teaching is apparent in the evaluation, and the 

question is: why does this matter? What are the difficulties the discrepancy is expected 

to create for Visual Mathematics? 

Relating to needs assessment, Visual Mathematics as any other curriculum, 

cannot deal with individual learners. Visual Mathematics offers another solution for 

being as close as possible to individual learners. The solution is composed of two 

complementary actions. One, offering instruction for active learning--an act that opens 

a wide range for different learners to enjoy learning from the same instructions. Two, 

allowing teachers not to follow instructions systematically but to choose activities 

according to their particular students’ needs. 

 It seems like a good solution, but not having teaching planning in mind, 

difficulties arise. It is not clear who is responsible for the learning. On one hand, 

learners are the active ones who the curriculum developers see as having all the 

qualities needed to learn mathematics in an active way. On the other hand, curriculum 

developers give systematically detailed instructions for the learner activities. So what 

is the teachers’ responsibility? Furthermore, teachers are not provided with subject 

matter knowledge from the way it is presented in Visual Mathematics, so they do not 

have enough tools to choose activities according to what they think is needed for the 
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learners. Are teachers merely a pipe bringing ready-made instructions to learners? 

How are they expected to make choices for individual learners? 

Relating to aim and objectives, Visual Mathematics developers do not use the 

common terms for aim, goal and instruction. Rather they blur the terms by not giving 

them distinct names nor particular location. The curriculum does not include clear 

systematic links between policy goals--the general goals of the curriculum--and 

practical purposes. Also, the curriculum is not clear about the connections between 

goals and instructions. 

This can have a positive influence in that it might place more emphasis on the 

process of learning mathematics rather than the final product--goal. Also, it might 

open the process of teaching-learning to many different directions. 

Yet, not having teaching planning in mind, Visual Mathematics does not offer 

an explanation for the way it presents the purposes nor for the differences between this 

curriculum and traditional mathematics curricula. 

It seems obvious that teachers in this situation are not expected to fully 

understand the curriculum nor to be able to make decisions about how to use the 

materials prior to actual teaching in the classroom. More than that, in this way teachers 

do not have a basis for connecting their long-range planning to the policy or 

curriculum goals. It seems as if developers of Visual Mathematics see their own 

curriculum planning as the long-range planning. If so, how are teachers expected to 

connect their short-range planning--specific objectives and instructions--to the goals of 

the long-range Visual Mathematics plan?  
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 Visual Mathematics is a curriculum that essentially comes to change the way 

mathematics is taught. According to NCTM (1989) policy--the policy which Visual 

Mathematics is subordinate to--the initiative for change is society oriented. In practice, 

Visual Mathematics brings detailed instructions for the learners.  

 Not having teaching planning in mind, policy makers and curriculum 

developers try to resolve the tension between curriculum and teaching in the junction 

between policy and curriculum planning and in the curriculum planning itself. They 

attempt to accomplish this in several ways: policy goals are formulated not as society’s 

goals, but as learners’ goals by ignoring the differences between society and learners. 

The link between policy goals and curriculum goals is blurred. There are no objectives 

that are subordinate to goals. Instead, every lesson has a frame for instruction—

“Overview and Purpose”--that is mostly unconnected to the goals.  

 This solution takes from teachers the role of filtering knowledge of a society to 

learners in the same society. It emphasizes the fact that Visual Mathematics developers 

expect teachers to work in a way that enables developers’ suggestions to happen in the 

classroom. 

In relating to the rationale, the philosophy of Visual Mathematics sees a need 

for change in the new understanding of psychology of learning in general, and in 

learning mathematics in particular. This understanding can be a very useful tool for 

teachers while they plan their teaching and helping them understand how to connect 

between subject matter and individual learners. 
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The difficulty is that Visual Mathematics developers do not give significant 

presentation of what this understanding is and do not even explain how they make use 

of this understanding in their curriculum writing. In this way, teachers might have a 

hard time if they try to do any planning considerations because they do not have 

sources to understand the considerations of the curriculum. 

As a consequence, there is a chance that teachers will continue to use their 

previous philosophy. They either adjust the materials’ instructions to their philosophy 

or break away from the curriculum to do what they already know. 

In relating to context and implementation, Visual Mathematics focuses on the 

cognitive dimension and more specifically with mathematics cognitive development. If 

other dimensions exist, they serve the mathematics development. This might support 

the part of teaching that is done standing in the classroom giving mathematical 

instructions. Visual Mathematics is not prepared to support teachers if they would like 

to plan for emotional or social difficulties in their classrooms. For example, if learners 

do not face the challenges because emotionally they are afraid to struggle with 

mathematical problems, how can they be given the courage to overcome this? 

This would not be a problem if curriculum planning would give space to 

teaching planning because teachers who plan are expected to make decisions about 

specific learners’ needs. Visual Mathematics developers structure the materials in a 

way that does not leave space for teaching planning. Limiting the curriculum to only 

the cognitive dimension leaves teachers without solutions for other dimensions.  
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Also, the curriculum does not present principles for setting priorities of what is 

more or less important in learning. In this way, teachers cannot use Visual 

Mathematics for planning their work. The only thing teachers can do is follow the 

priorities of the curriculum as presented lesson by lesson, or to break away from the 

curriculum and set their own priorities. 

Instead of having priorities to enable teachers to plan their work, Visual 

Mathematics is presented as a very well organized and structured set of instructions in 

three dimensions: continuity, sequence, and integration. Nevertheless, the only 

structure that clearly exists is the technical organization of the presentation of 

instructions. For example, it is difficult to identify that the sequence progresses in 

circles that become wider and wider in the ongoing process, or in what way the 

transfer from individual learning to group learning occurs. The difficulty is created by 

the fact that there is not any kind of visual map or verbal description that might point 

out the progress. 

Without explained priorities nor a clear picture of the content, teachers are 

unable to plan their work in relation to Visual Mathematics. Indirectly, teachers are 

asked to trust the Visual Mathematics developers as the writers of teaching planning so 

the teachers who follow the technical organization will achieve what they are expected 

to. 

In relation to assessment, in spite of having varied and good relations between 

what is learned and what is assessed in Visual Mathematics materials, not having 

teaching planning in mind creates difficulty for teachers’ assessment. Teachers stand 
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between the recommendations of Visual Mathematics and the school’s demands for 

traditional grades without having the tools to solve the inconsistency. Also, teachers 

might have a hard time using the recommended assessment for their cycle between 

long-range and short-range because the curriculum does not serve them with 

knowledge of how to process the varied and complex information they collected in the 

assessment. 

In many places throughout the evaluation process, the question of how Visual 

Mathematics relates to individual differences of the learners comes up. Visual 

Mathematics curriculum gives the impression that it has been tried in classrooms with 

particular learners, but it does not share these experiences in the materials. Does 

Visual Mathematics curriculum enable teachers to plan for individual learners? 

The answer is that Visual Mathematics would make a teacher’s attempt to plan 

a very difficult mission. It limits teachers’ ability to adjust the curriculum to learning 

styles by over-emphasizing the visual perception in learning. Also, it does not give 

teachers options for thinking other than the ones systematically presented in the 

materials. 

Trying to understand the material resources, brings up the question of the role 

of teachers and the role of learners. Not having teaching planning in mind creates 

confusion in understanding the roles and the relationships between teacher and learner. 

It is easier for developers to relate directly to learners and to see them as having all the 

tools to make curriculum work for themselves, rather than think about using teachers’ 
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abilities to accomplish this. In this way, teachers receive the limited role of 

implementors of very structured precise instructions. 

If teachers are not expected to plan, they are expected to present to outsiders--

administrators as well as parents--how the materials serve them. The difficulty lies not 

in how the materials help represent Visual Mathematics, rather in what is missing--

teachers not having a deep enough understanding of the curriculum to be able to give 

an explanation of what they are expected to teach. 

This lack of explanation is consistent with the way Visual Mathematics 

presents the research conducted on trying out the curriculum--very shallow 

unscientific level of presentation with no basic data about the conditions of the 

research. It seems as though developers’ believe that teachers do not need information 

from research to follow directions. 

One might argue that the materials themselves cannot include deep, lengthy 

explanations of all the theories embedded in the curriculum. This is true, however if 

curriculum developers have teaching planning in mind, they can concentrate on the 

theories that support the planning and can refer teachers to professional literature that 

gives support if so needed. 

Until this point, the look for absence has dealt with difficulties in the 

discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. The discrepancy is even bigger and 

more determined when considering how teaching influences the curriculum. 

Relating to program evaluation, without teaching planning that might 

influence the curriculum itself, teachers who use the curriculum do not have the means 
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to effect it. Teachers might choose to write a letter to the curriculum developers. 

Perhaps the letter will effect a particular spot of the curriculum, but it cannot replace 

an understanding of teaching planning that has the power to change curriculum and 

open it to varied options. In this way there is no significant tool to evaluate the 

curriculum. 

It seems that the common thread throughout the look for absence is that not 

having teaching planning in mind does not allow Visual Mathematics developers to 

trust teachers. It is ironic that Visual Mathematics developers trust the learners more 

than teachers and states this clearly in the materials. 

It is possible to say that absence of teaching planning pulls the rug from under 

the teachers’ feet and causes them to depend on following the curriculum materials 

step by step. This might create a closed cycle: curriculum developers interpret the 

policy for teachers, but do not take the responsibility to close the discrepancy between 

curriculum policy and teaching. Teachers do not plan because the curriculum materials 

do not enhance them to do this and even burden any independent thinking. Also, the 

teaching theories presented in the literature review do not support teaching planning as 

part of filtering curriculum to learners. Without teaching planning, it is difficult for 

teachers to think about decisions prior to their work in the classroom, to take 

responsibility for the learning and to filter curriculum to learners. Therefore, in these 

conditions, curriculum developers try to interpret the policy for teachers without taking 

into consideration an option for teachers to plan, and so the cycle continues. 



 

 

 

CHAPTER VII 
 

 

EXAMINATION OF THOUGHT--INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISION  
 

 

The last examination of thought deals with instructional supervision. It is 

different from the curriculum policy and curriculum materials in that it is not part of 

the link between curriculum and teaching but part of the administration that is 

responsible for the link to function effectively. 

 Instructional supervision is “generally defined as the function or process of 

working with the teachers to improve instruction” (Glickman & Bey, 1990, p. 549). 

Professionals in supervision view teachers’ work in school as a tendency to become 

isolated from curriculum and not extract society’s knowledge in their actual teaching 

(Glickman & Bey). Those professionals view supervision as a force which counteracts 

such tendencies. 

 Going back to the curriculum-teaching link, Figure 4, it is possible to see that 

actual teaching is the last step of the teachers’ work toward learners’ acquisition of 

society’s knowledge. If one of the purposes of supervision is to improve actual 

teaching, it must take into consideration the previous steps in the link--curriculum 

work. This ensures that instruction is not isolated from curriculum nor from society’s 

knowledge. 
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 This paper accepts the supervision professional’s perspective. It assumes that 

“supervision of instruction is vital to school success” (Glickman & Bey, 1990, p. 549). 

This paper also assumes that there is not one single good approach to supervision--it is 

possible to improve school in many ways, from different perspectives and from 

various positions.  

 The questions addressed in this chapter are: What does the concept of teaching 

planning enable us to see that instructional supervision thought does not recognize? 

What are the difficulties of instructional supervision thought? What are the reasons for 

those difficulties? 

To answer these questions, four textbooks to instructional supervision are 

presented. Each textbook takes a different approach to instructional supervision. Each 

one is written for the purpose of directing supervisors’ work. The question can be 

asked: why focus on textbooks which have a relatively narrow approach, and not focus 

on broader, more general approaches? There are many general approaches to 

supervision such as: Traditional Supervision, Clinical Supervision, Developmental 

Supervision, Human Resources Supervision, Diagnostic Supervision and 

Differentiated Supervision (Glickman & Bey, 1990). The names of those approaches 

do not necessarily mean they are consistent, clear approaches. However, reading the 

supervision textbook makes it apparent that each one presents a complete concept of 

teaching and supervising which can be differentiated from one another. The 

differentiation between the textbooks is clear even when two of them hold the same 

general approach.  
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The four approaches under the magnifying glass do not aim to present 

supervision in general nor to present how teaching planning is absent in the general 

supervisors’ work. They are four sound and current approaches chosen because of their 

ability to see supervision as more than an official administrative role. In addition, each 

of them mentions in one way or another, different aspects of teaching planning or at 

least, invites the potential for teachers to plan by recognizing the fact that there is a 

discrepancy between the two vertebras of curriculum and teaching. These four 

approaches were chosen over others in which teaching is only the practical 

implementation of curriculum--a chain of reactions to stimulation occurring in the 

classroom--giving no place for teaching planning at all (Delano, 1993). 

 Each of the supervision approaches is presented as an independent thought and 

follows steps two and three of the analysis of absence as illustrated in Figure 7: 

examination of thought and look for absence by examining the current thought using 

the teaching planning lenses. 

Approach 1: Instructional Supervision--A Developmental Approach

  

 

 

Thought Presentation  

 Carl D. Glickman, Stephen P. Gordon, and Jovita M. Ross-Gordon (1995) call 

their approach a “developmental approach,” because they assume that achieving 

successful schooling is not a complete product, but involves never ending changes. 

                                                           

 The name of each practical approach is the name or part of the name of the analyzed 

textbook. 
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These changes lead supervision to focus on the development of learning in teachers, 

and to help a school’s faculty have a collective definition of its own success.  

Concept of Teaching Work 

 Glickman et al. (1995) preferred not to give an explicit or detailed description 

of teaching work. The most important perspective identified about teaching work is 

that a group of teachers in a particular school should agree upon common goals for 

students and therefore should complement each other’s teaching. 

 The authors chose not to give a picture of the teaching role, but instead focused 

on the problematic manner in which teachers perform their role. They view the 

American tradition of teachers who see the classroom as a “one-room schoolhouse” as 

a major obstacle in starting to improve the school. In the “one-room schoolhouse,” 

teachers are responsible for all that transpires within its walls. This is why teachers see 

themselves as independent, isolated, and as having a right to privacy. As a 

consequence, there is a lack of dialogue about instruction among teachers and it is rare 

to find teachers who are involved in school-wide curriculum and instructional 

decisions. 

According to Glickman et al. (1995), a drawback of this attitude is the inability 

of teachers to attend to the psychological needs of each learner. One of the main 

solutions for this psychological overload is to keep a routine in the classroom which 

would release teachers from the need to relate to too many stimuli, and enable them to 

avoid many problems which arise in their classrooms.  
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 In addition, teachers maintain traditional conservative and restricted 

instructional methods. This state of mind leads to some problematic teacher attitudes: 

an emphasis on short-range rather than long-range instructional goals; satisfaction with 

success from individual lessons, learners, and projects rather than with the continuous 

growth of all learners; reliance on personal experience rather than educational 

research; narrow view on types and degree of collegiality and collaboration in which 

teachers are willing to engage; and reflexive resistance to curricular or instructional 

innovations. 

Role of Supervision 

 The authors perceive supervision as the glue holding the link  

… between individual teachers’ needs and organizational goals so that 

individuals within the school can work in harmony toward their vision 

of what the school should be. … Supervision is intended to reduce the 

norms of the one-room schoolhouse--isolation, psychological dilemma, 

routine, inadequate teachers induction, inverted beginner 

responsibilities, lack of career stages, and absence of shared technical 

culture--and increase the norms of public dialogue and action for the 

benefit of all students. (Glickman et al., 1995, p. 28) 

 

 This work has to be done under three propositions. First, supervision cannot 

rely on the existing work environment of school to bring instructional improvement. 

Second, “supervisors cannot assume that teachers will be reflective, autonomous, and 

responsible for their own development” (Glickman et al., 1995, p. 28). Third, 

supervisors have to redefine their role “from controllers of teachers’ instruction to 

involvers of teachers in decisions about school instruction” (p. 28). 
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 By collecting information from “successful schools” from various research 

works, the authors came up with five goals about the direction of supervision work: 

enable teachers to see themselves as complementing and strengthening each other, 

promote teachers’ sense of efficacy, encourage them to be involved in school-wide 

decisions and curriculum development, stimulate them to plan with common purpose 

and action, and challenge them to think abstractly about their work.  

 There are various techniques supervisors use to achieve these goals. Some of 

them are: give feedback to teachers, question them, and confront them to appraise and 

reflect upon their work, and adapt their current practices to future instruction. Most of 

supervision work is based on teachers’ observation in the classroom and talking in 

conferences about this observation. 

 According to Glickman et al. (1995), there are some possible strategies for 

supervisors while working with teachers. For example, if, as a teacher, a person 

believed that transmitting basic knowledge, skills and cultural values to learners is the 

most important thing in teaching, then as a supervisor, the person would probably 

think his or her role is to monitor teachers to determine if their instruction includes 

those elements. If, as a teacher, a person believed that the purpose of education should 

be to foster student growth, especially in inquiry and problem solving skills, then as a 

supervisor, the person would try to engage teachers in mutual inquiry aimed at the 

improvement of instruction. If, as a teacher, a person believed that the primary purpose 

of education should be to meet learners’ individual needs, then as a supervisor, the 
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person would try to foster teachers’ reflection and autonomy and facilitate teacher-

driven instructional improvement.  

As Glickman et al. (1995) suggest, most supervisors are former teachers, so it 

would seem that their beliefs would parallel teachers’ beliefs and as a consequence, 

they would choose a supervising strategy accordingly. In any case, regardless of the 

strategy, supervisors are the ones who have to take responsibility for meaningful 

changes in teaching. 

Look for Absence 

 Teaching planning is absent in the developmental approach of Glickman et al. 

(1995) in the way supervisors relate to teachers and the teachers’ role and in the way 

supervisors view their own work and role.  

 Figure 15 describes the curriculum-teaching link according to the 

developmental approach. The figure is a variation of Figure 4, which describes the 

basic link between curriculum and teaching, and adds arrows and a dotted line box to 

illustrate the developmental approach. The two arrows from the supervision role to the 

link between curriculum and teaching, emphasize the two main entrances of 

supervision to the link: advancing school curriculum and observing actual teaching. 

The dotted line box illustrates the understanding that curriculum planning and one part 

of planning in teaching preparation are unified; by planning curriculum, teachers think 

about their particular teaching in the classrooms.  
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education 
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 teaching 
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 instruction 

giving 

 learners’ 

acquisition 

           

               Teachers as a group 

             plan the school  

      curriculum        

  

Figure 15. The current concept of the link between curriculum and 

teaching and the role of supervision in the developmental approach of 

Glickman et al. 

  

 Glickman et al. (1995) see a big gap between the teachers’ role and their 

everyday functioning. From the developmental approach to supervision, the central 

role of teachers should be to complement each other’s teaching. However, in reality, 

teachers are isolated from one another and do not affect each other professionally. As a 

consequence, the authors do not see options for supervision to rely on the existing 

work environment of the school to bring instructional improvement. They also do not 

expect teachers to be reflective, autonomous, or responsible for their own work. 

 The absence of teaching planning emerges from a combination of three 

components in the developmental approach: offering teachers to develop school 
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curriculum, continuing to see lesson observation as a necessary key-action for the 

supervisors’ communication with teachers, and blurring the understanding of how and 

when teachers make decisions. What follows is a look at what teaching planning 

enables us to see that the development approach does not recognize. 

It does not seem as though teachers have support to take time to use their 

preferred personal way of thinking for decision making. Instead, the developmental 

approach offers the school curriculum--teachers thinking as a group for common 

curriculum planning--for making decisions. Also, the authors of the approach suggest 

that supervision needs to be redefined from thinking about how to control teachers’ 

work, to being involved in decisions about actual teaching. It seems as though there is 

advancement toward a closer teacher-supervisor relationship. However, this is a false 

reality, since the teachers’ thinking is assumed to be in the supervisors’ hands rather 

than in the teachers’ hands, as teaching planning offers. 

 According to the book’s developmental approach, supervision is responsible 

for analyzing teaching difficulties and bringing ideas for instructional changes. 

Supervisors are the ones who lead the teachers’ thinking and make decisions about 

changes. In this way supervisors take responsibilities that should be part of the 

teachers’ role. Also, the fact that school curriculum is a consensus and not the personal 

commitment of teachers for their specific classrooms, weakens their personal 

commitment. 

 The teachers’ process of filtering is completely unseen in the developmental 

approach. The approach does not pay attention to the discrepancy between curriculum 
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ideas and teachers’ opinions. The approach does not see differences in levels of 

decision making by teachers. The approach is not keen to differences between on-the-

spot decision making in the classroom and prior thinking about decision making in 

planning. Also, the approach sees the need for adjusting teaching to specific learners 

only as a problem of teachers when they fail in actual teaching or in achieving good 

academic results. In this way teachers do not seem to need to filter before actually 

meeting with learners. 

 There are no expectations from teachers to write their own personal thinking. 

After writing school curriculum planning, supervisors relate to teachers only through 

observing lessons and comparing them to the school curriculum. Events in the lessons 

bring supervisors and teachers together to talk with each other about difficult issues 

and ideas for solutions. 

The way this approach offers teachers to develop school curriculum looks as 

though the school’s curriculum planning can replace teaching planning. Since 

supervisors lead school curriculum planning, they actually lead teaching planning. For 

Glickman et al. (1995), planning for a whole school is specific enough that there is no 

need for particular planning at the level of classroom and learners. The definition of 

the concept of teaching planning concentrates on the special and unique conditions 

teachers have in their own classrooms, while the developmental approach emphasizes 

the elements teachers have to share with other teachers in the same school. When the 

emphasis is on shared curriculum, the best possible result is consensual curriculum 

planning. There is a significant difference between school curriculum that is developed 
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as a consensus and school curriculum that takes teachers’ individual teaching planning 

and combines them into one school curriculum. 

 From reading the book, it seems as though supervisors are expected to discuss 

lesson preparation with teachers. This does not include long-range planning. It 

includes lesson planning as isolated actions of short-range planning expected to solve 

problems from lesson to lesson. It does not include a continuous process of thinking 

for finding the best options for teaching. 

 Last, for Glickman et al. (1995), the nature of teaching is to implement given 

curriculum. Therefore, they do not see a need to initiate the teaching process with 

specific planning. Also, according to the developmental approach, supervisors serve to 

reflect on teaching work. Actually, there are no expectations for teachers to have a 

personal cycle of actual teaching and reflection on it. 

 To sum up, teaching planning is absent in the developmental approach of 

Glickman et al. (1995). Teachers are not expected to have their own way of thinking 

for decision making. Teachers are not expected to take sole responsibility for teaching. 

There is no recognition of difficulties that arise due to the discrepancy between 

curriculum, teaching, and learning, so there is no need for the teachers’ filtering 

processes. There are no expectations of teachers to write their own personal thinking. 

Planning at the school level is perceived as sufficient so there is no need for specific 

planning for particular classroom and learners. There is no need for cycles in the 

teachers’ personal world: neither between long-range planning and short-range 

planning nor between planning and reflecting on teaching. 
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 The difficulties that emerge from the absence of teaching planning are in 

teaching work, supervisors’ ability to fulfill their role, and in relationships between 

supervisors and teachers. 

The main difficulty in teaching work is the hindrance of the ability of teachers 

to relate to their particular situation. The school curriculum offered by the 

developmental approach is for learners in a specific school, but not for learners in a 

specific classroom. It means that curriculum can respond to the school culture and to 

general problems of the school, but not to individual learners nor to a specific 

combination of learners in one classroom. Also, a school curriculum does not fit a 

specific teacher’s abilities. 

The absence of a teachers’ process of personal thinking for decision making 

and the replacement of it with school curriculum might lead to constant discrepancy 

between intentions--curriculum--and actions--actual teaching. Without individual 

teaching planning, a school curriculum easily becomes official curriculum (Cuban, 

1993) because of the distance the consensual curriculum has from the teachers’ actual 

teaching. 

 The absence of an expectation of teachers to take responsibility for their 

particular learners causes difficulty as well. This point is especially troublesome 

because teachers are professional adults who enter their classroom alone everyday. 

Teachers are the ones who independently manage curriculum between themselves and 

a set group of learners for a year. The isolation that was pointed out in the book as 

something to be changed, can be changed only partly. Teachers can share their 
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experiences and difficulties but after it’s all said and done, they are still alone in their 

own classrooms. Supervisors, as any other outsider to the classroom, are not able to 

touch the real situations and set of decisions that teachers face and for the most part 

they can give good meaningful advice. Supervisors cannot replace teachers in any step 

of their work, from society’s knowledge to learners’ acquisition of this knowledge. 

Ultimately, teachers are the ones who actually teach in the classroom, not the 

supervisors nor other teachers, and that is why it is difficult to replace the 

responsibility for the specific, particular classroom. 

 Glickman et al. (1995) are concerned about the lack of instruction-related 

dialogue among teachers. Developing school curriculum cannot provide an effective 

solution. Lack of recognizing the difficulties caused by the discrepancy between 

curriculum, teaching, and learning leads to ignorance of the teachers’ role. Their role is 

to filter curriculum planning to actual teaching, filter rational thinking to spontaneous 

response, and filter general directions to particular learners. This ignorance prevents 

real dialogue about what is happening in the classroom. While writing curriculum 

together, teachers have the opportunity to talk about subject matter or general 

characteristics of learners in the school, but not about their own processes of actual 

teaching.  

Glickman et al. (1995) are concerned about the teachers’ attachment to routine 

and to immediate satisfaction. There is a risk that school curriculum, without the 

teachers’ process of making connections between their thinking and their acting and 

without personal reflection, deepens the need for routine and for concentrating on 
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immediate satisfaction. Teachers think more and more about how their classroom fits 

in the school curriculum and how to fulfill outside standards so they will look part of 

the complete picture. 

 The main difficulty for supervisors to fulfill their role without written teaching 

planning, is their inability to be involved in decisions about actual teaching. Observing 

one or two isolated lessons without considering teachers’ thinking does not provide 

supervisors with an understanding of the complex instructions of the lessons 

(Blumberg, 1980). Being familiar with the school curriculum enables supervisors to 

have expectations and directions for development, but still they are not able to connect 

between those parameters and the particular classrooms and teachers. Teaching 

planning would give supervisors information about the teachers’ thinking process for 

decision making, what responsibilities teachers take on themselves, how their lenses 

for filtering work include their perspective on school curriculum, how teachers connect 

between long-range and short-range and how they connect between planning, acting 

and reflecting. Supervisors do not have all this information at hand when teaching 

planning is absent. 

 Glickman et al. (1995) expect supervisors to form a connection from individual 

teachers to organizational goals so teachers can work in harmony among themselves. If 

Glickman et al. think of this in terms of how the school appears on the outside, it is 

possible to achieve such connections and harmony by creating a common denominator 

of teachers developing the school curriculum, and then looking for ways to maintain 

this denominator in actual teaching. There is a risk that this process might not respect 



 

 

240 

 

differences in ways teachers think. Also, there is a risk that there will be no 

recognition of specific difficulties that individual teachers have in their particular 

classrooms. By not respecting differences and not recognizing difficulties, the 

connections among teachers can only be superficial and the appearance of outside 

harmony can cover up many difficulties.  

 Teachers stand between many forces that sometimes conflict with each other: 

needs of each child, needs of the classroom as a group, expectations of the children’s 

parents, society’s expectations, expectations of curriculum planning, and expectations 

of school management. One of the main teaching decisions is to find a happy medium 

among these forces. The authors of the developmental approach--who view 

supervision as being unable to rely on the teachers’ ability to find a happy medium--

would not see the importance of teaching planning, which could help teachers think 

about a way to struggle with those forces. The supervision that was described in the 

book would probably add another set of expectations which would become another 

force for teachers to take into account.  

 The authors of the developmental approach use other research results about 

successful schools in order to weave directions for the supervisors’ work. This activity 

is based on an implicit assumption that supervision has the position and power to 

assist a school in becoming successful. The interesting thing is that all the components 

of a successful school offered by the authors depend on teachers and not on 

supervisors. There is a risk that the combination of the way supervisors influence 

teachers on one hand, and the lack of teaching planning on the other hand, will cause 
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supervisors to use shortcuts for achieving their goals. For example, Glickman et al. 

(1995) use research that has shown that workers find self-actualization--finding their 

own voice for success--after they reach achieve high self-esteem (Maslow, 1954). One 

shortcut to obtaining this self-esteem in teachers is a behavioral approach, such as 

giving feedback, questioning teachers, causing them to be reflective, and so on. This 

approach does not consider how teachers will maintain high self-esteem when 

supervisors are not around. 

 The main difficulty expected for the relationships between supervisors and 

teachers when teaching planning is absent, is lack of trust because of the control 

characteristic of subordinate relationships (Blase & Blase, 1998). Supervisors do not 

trust teachers because they would not know what teachers really do behind closed 

doors. Teachers do not trust supervisors for the same reason. If supervisors cannot 

devote time to learn the particular situation of each classroom, how are they supposed 

to share decisions with teachers? 

One of the main reasons for the difficulties teachers have in communicating 

with supervisors, is their belief that outsiders cannot really understand their specific 

situation in the classroom (Lortie, 1975). Whether this belief is true or not, it needs to 

be respected. There needs to be a better means of communicating. According to the 

developmental approach, supervisors have to find ways to develop their own 

techniques for communicating. This is only half the battle. Effective communication 

needs cooperation from both sides.  
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Teaching planning can be a helpful tool for teachers for this purpose. Sharing 

teaching planning with supervisors would give them a nice piece of information about 

learners as well as the teachers’ thoughts and intentions. Planning is based on teachers 

being trusted as professionals who take responsibility for making decisions on the best 

way to filter society’s knowledge in their teaching and to reflect their work and 

planning.  

 To conclude, using the absence of teaching planning to analyze the 

developmental approach to teaching and supervision, there seem to be some 

difficulties. They do not have the conditions for structuring reasonable expectations 

and there is risk of creating mutual distrust. Also, without teaching planning, there are 

no bridges for communication nor for opening dialogue. 

Approach 2: Supervisors and Teachers: A Private Cold War 

 

 

Thought Presentation 

 From the title of Arthur Blumberg’s (1980) book: Supervisors and Teachers: A 

Private Cold War, it is possible to see that what bothers him more than anything else is 

“the nature of the human relationships that exists between supervisors and teachers” 

(p. 1) and how to change it from being a “cold war” to having “productive working 

relationships” (p. 2). The author believes that supervision is an important factor for 

improving teaching, but he is aware of the communication problems that do not allow 

this power to reach its potential. 
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 Blumberg’s (1980) approach is significant in its use of qualitative research 

data, which brings the reality of the field with its complexities to the operating table. 

By analyzing Blumberg’s book it is possible to see that his approach hides teaching 

planning through the way he relates to teaching work and to the role of supervision. 

Concept of Teaching Work 

 The book offers much knowledge about the concept of the teaching journey. 

The book concentrates on the role of supervision and on the complexity of supervisor-

teacher relationships. The teaching journey is characterized mainly as the instructional 

performance in the classroom by an independent, solitary teacher.  

 “At its roots, teaching involves the creation of learning opportunities in an 

environment whose essential human dynamics are interpersonal and group in nature” 

(Blumberg, 1980, p. 194). Relating to the teaching journey in terms of curriculum or 

methodological competencies of teachers is to deal with the figure and not with the 

ground of this journey. “Thus, whatever the technological or pedagogical skills of a 

teacher may be, they become actuated in an environment which is either subtly or 

openly characterized by issues of power, motivation, communications, peer-group 

relations, norms, and both intra-group and inter-group conflict” (p. 194). 

 Blumberg (1980) sees teachers as independent workers. Using Woodward’s 

conceptualization of the worker in a production area, he calls it “single-unit or small-

batch technology” (p. 20). This means that teaching is a type of work “in which a 

single person or a small group has most of the responsibility for seeing a job through 
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from beginning to end” (p. 20). “Seeing a job through” includes: control of planning, 

gathering of resources, decision making and product evaluating. Those kinds of 

workers are different from “mass production or assembly line work” (p. 20) in which 

workers have little control over their work because they are only part of a continuous 

process, larger task, and their role is routine--with very limited independent decision 

making.  

 According to Blumberg (1980), when a worker, in this case a teacher, is 

independent and responsible for his or her work, supervision is meaningful and 

influential because “the skills required of the person in this situation are more varied 

and his options for making decisions are wider and have more impact on the product” 

(p. 21). 

 Teachers do not feel secure when authority figures enter their classroom. They 

have difficulty trusting an outside observer who does not understand the context of 

what he or she may see. In order for supervision to help improve teaching, teachers 

need to be able “to disclose feeling” (Blumberg, 1980, p. 22). An example of this 

would be to explain where and in what way teachers need help. 

Role of Supervision 

 Blumberg (1980) draws a picture of real supervision versus ideal supervision 

and deals first with general ideas on how to close the discrepancy between the two. 

 Supervision’s ideal role according to Blumberg (1980), is to improve 

instruction and enhance the personal and professional growth of teachers, so teachers 
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are able to improve their instruction. Also, supervisors have to see their own personal 

and professional growth as a product of their work. In addition, supervisors have to 

provide the means by which teachers are made a part of the system. 

 In reality, the relationships shared by supervisors and teachers are unbalanced, 

as Blumberg (1980) found in his research. From the supervisors’ point of view, their 

role seems mainly to provide assistance. However, teachers usually do not see 

supervisors as a source of assistance, but as a source of feelings of defensiveness, 

anxiety and potential danger. The best evaluation that teachers give of their 

supervisors is that they are not harmful. Teachers do not trust their supervisors and see 

their intervention as artificial and outside teachers’ main efforts. This unbalanced 

situation becomes apparent when supervisors consider discussion necessary (“let’s 

think together about whether worksheets are necessary in the classroom”). However, 

the teacher demands a quick, easy answer (“what’s wrong with my worksheets”?). 

 The situation is problematic not only when supervisors threaten teachers by 

being a powerful authority, but also when they are in a position of being helpful. In 

this way, the supervisors undermine teachers’ professionalism in that a request for help 

is regarded as a sign of incompetence. 

 In order for the supervision process to be productive, three major conditions 

have to exist. Teachers must want help, supervisors must be capable of providing the 

required help, and the interpersonal relationships between teachers and supervisors 

must work in a way that opens channels for the process to run fluidly. 

 The change offered by Blumberg (1980) for the role of supervision is to  



 

 

246 

 

…form a role that may be described primarily as that of an experienced 

curricular and methodological technician who comes bearing gifts or 

knows best how things should be done to one where the prerequisite 

skills and understandings are most closely associated with being able to 

help another with personal, interpersonal, and group problems. (pp. 

193-194) 

 

 According to Blumberg (1980), there are some general steps which supervision 

has to take and some steps which supervision should not take: 

 Supervision should deal directly with those elements of the classroom 

situation that “tend to induce anxiety in the teacher and in the ways in which 

the teacher deals with the anxiety” (p. 192). 

 The first struggle with teaching problems should focus on behavioral 

matters and not with curricular or methodological matters. “The suggestion 

is that, as long as problems of teaching exclude the teacher as a person, the 

better are the chances that supervision will be a prescriptive process with 

slight chance for growth” (p. 193). This step seems especially crucial to 

Blumberg. On page 194 he writes: “the primary task of the supervisors is to 

intervene and help the teacher deal with these categories of human problems 

in the classroom so that teachers’ competencies may be most adequately 

used”. 

 Supervision needs to develop “significant human relationships, not matter-

of-fact, ritualistic ones” (p. 194). 

 With those “significant human relationships” supervision can come to the 

point at which it gives attention to the personal and professional growth of 
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teachers. One of the outcomes of this is that supervision will be able to use 

suggestions from teachers themselves through collaboration between 

teachers and supervisors. 

 It burdens the supervisors’ work if they are the ones who have to evaluate 

and to guide teachers, so there is a need to separate between those two roles. 

Not every supervisor can help every teacher. Supervision is not a matter of 

finding the right single method to eliminate teaching difficulties. The best ways of 

doing this arise when supervisors and teachers feel open to each other and can 

eliminate the difficulties together.  

Look for Absence  

 Teaching planning is absent in Blumberg’s (1980) concept of teaching and in 

his presentation of the common accepted role of supervision as well as the ideal role. 

 According to Blumberg (1980), the understanding of teaching is mainly as a 

performance of instructions in a human relationship environment. This perception 

obscures teaching planning as a primary subject and gives it only secondary 

importance. This perception is similar to the belief that the music conductor’s essential 

work with the orchestra happens on the stage, while in fact, the conductor’s main work 

occurs behind stages, in the everyday hard work before the performance even occurs. 

The main work for the conductor is in the choice of repertoire for the concert season, 

study of musical notation, decision making processes about how to interpret the 

notation and how to present it to the orchestra, then bringing it all to rehearsals with 
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the orchestra. The concert, the performance itself, simply reflects the long and 

complex previous processes. Teaching planning is the everyday hard work that is 

critical in influencing the performance of instruction in the classroom and using it as a 

ground for teacher-supervisor communication. 

 Blumberg’s (1980) analysis of teaching compares teachers to independent 

workers in production. Using the teaching planning lenses to look at this comparison, 

enables us to see that the comparison ignores significant differences between the role 

of teachers and the role of production workers. Also, it is enables us to see that the 

comparison ignores differences in supervising teachers versus supervising independent 

workers. 

 There are four differences in the roles. First, independent workers have a 

defined starting point of responsibility, while teachers have as many starting points of 

responsibility as learners in each classroom, and it is tremendously difficult to define 

each learners’ starting point. Second, independent production workers have control 

over the product during the periods of their responsibility, while teachers have no 

control over the lives of their classroom learners. Teachers are just a part of the many 

forces that work on a learner. Third, independent workers have choices in finding their 

ways of taking responsibility in a given frame, but teachers, besides the given frame, 

are very dependent on their learners’ behaviors and often on the reactions of the 

learners’ parents. The fourth difference is a result of the three other differences. While 

independent workers in production have a definite product to achieve, teachers do not 

have such a unit-defined product. Even the process-product researchers who 
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concentrate in well-defined achievements, do not believe that the defined product is all 

they want teachers to achieve. Usually, the product to achieve is a minimum standard 

that fits all the learners, one that can be measured such as a grade on an exam (Tracy & 

MacNaughton, 1993). On top of these minimum standards, teachers are expected to 

achieve other goals in the academic domain and in other personal and social domains.  

 Planning for independent workers is used mainly to organize their work in a 

better way. Planning for teachers can go far beyond that of better organization. 

Teachers might plan to put one more step in their decision making process, define their 

responsibility, filter the general curriculum to their learners, be able to see their special 

situation in the particular classroom, be able to match between long-range and short-

range planning, be able to reflect on their planning and teaching, and so on. 

  The comparison between production workers and teachers does not allow for 

some significant issues of the teachers’ role. Production workers can make one good 

plan and continue to follow this plan as long as the system repeats the process. Are 

teachers expected to follow one plan as well? Teachers cannot use just one good plan, 

because of the learners’ differences, changes in the circumstances, dynamics of the 

relationships in the classroom, and many other outside influences that work in 

different ways for each classroom. Teachers cannot perform effectively at their job 

without taking into consideration these special complex data. They try to construct 

plans that guide their work and become a scaffold when changes are needed. 

 Differences in the role of teachers should lead to differences in the role of 

supervisors. Independent workers in production are connected to a whole system, but it 
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is possible to supervise their work when the influence of their individual work is 

isolated from the influence of other forces. It seems as though teachers are isolated 

when they perform the instruction in the classroom, but this is only a situational 

position and not a fact about teaching. There are so many other factors at work that 

this apparent isolation does not present the complexity of teaching nor the dependence 

among the factors. In fact, they are in subordinate positions within the system, they 

must use given curriculum planning, they have to listen to the voice of society, they 

must obey the administration of their school and above all teachers must listen to the 

learners’ explicit and implicit needs.  

 These forces can become opposed. For example, when there is social tension in 

the classroom and learners do not know to cooperate with each other (learners’ needs), 

and they are not ready for external, standardized tests, then there is pressure on 

teachers to teach the content of these tests as efficiently and quickly as possible 

(administration demands). Another example of how the forces work in opposition is 

when a curriculum includes an outdoor activity but some parents see it as a waste of 

learning time. So, it is not only that teachers are not isolated in their work, they are 

also standing between opposing forces.  

 In addition to the impossibility of isolating teachers’ work, it is impossible to 

evaluate the achievements of one teacher compared to other teachers. For example, 

one cannot compare two math teachers of the same grade, one who works in a well 

organized school with a middle class population, the other who works in an 

unorganized school with a lower class population. 
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 Blumberg (1980) sees the origin of teachers’ distrust of outside advisors in the 

supervisors’ lack of context. This view opens up opportunities for teaching planning 

which can provide supervisors with the context of the teachers’ perspectives. 

However, yet again, the solution offered by Blumberg makes teaching planning absent. 

Blumberg suggests that teachers provide such a context for supervisors by “disclosing 

their feelings.” Also, Blumberg sees the offer of help by supervisors as intimidating to 

teachers. He suggests that supervisors begin by excluding teachers as persons and 

focus instead on behavioral matters which are solvable.  

 Blumberg’s (1980) approach has high expectations of supervisors by ignoring 

the gap between the nature of teachers’ work and the nature of supervisors’ work. It is 

tremendously difficult for supervisors to be involved in the everyday actual teaching 

when teaching planning is not considered as common ground on which supervisors 

and teachers can communicate. 

It is difficult for supervisors to help teachers in behavioral matters, because 

supervisors do not have explanations of behavioral matters when teaching planning is 

absent. Behavioral matters occur between teachers and specific learners over a period 

of time. Supervisors have no real access to this process, because they do not work 

within the complex situation in the classroom. 

Blumberg’s (1980) approach suggests that supervisors start by asking teachers 

for their perspective on a problem. However, when teachers do not even have a 

definition of the problem, they are not able to give their supervisors the information 

they want in a short conversation. Conversely, if teachers already have a definition of 
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the problem, they probably already have considered possible solutions and there is 

doubt that the supervisor’s advice is needed at this point. This is because teachers can 

choose a person among their colleagues or other professionals to ask advice of. So the 

discrepancy between a supervisor who visits a classroom and the teacher who teaches 

in this classroom is real. Can supervisors and teachers ever meet on common ground?  

The answer to this question is most likely yes, but not on the basis of a one 

time observation and conversation. Teaching planning can bring very important 

information about the way teachers understand their work--what their goals are, how 

they view learners’ needs, what connections they make between goals and needs or 

between goals and content. Relating to teaching planning might enable supervisors to 

use their past experiences as teachers and their other theoretical and supervisory 

knowledge to understand the teachers’ perspective. For example, supervisors can see 

that a goal set by teachers is too far from what teachers identified as learners’ needs, or 

supervisors can find inconsistency between a goal mandated by authorities and the 

objectives teachers derived from it. Teaching planning, in Blumberg’s (1980) 

approach, can bring teachers to think about their classroom work and other theoretical 

and professional knowledge. Then the teacher’s system of discretion and autonomy 

can be maintained, and the development in the teacher’s internal commitment to the 

choices can be made. 

 Viewing supervisors as outside intervenors who can enter an ongoing system 

of relationships with teachers, results in teaching planning being obscured. Blumberg 

(1980) believes that the first task of supervision is to gather first-hand information 
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about any problem that arises. By creating this illusion Blumberg ignores teaching 

planning. 

 To conclude, using the teaching planning lenses, Blumberg’s (1980) approach 

has some difficulties in understanding teaching work and teachers’ ability to 

communicate with their supervisors by: 

 preventing a look into the complexity of teaching, 

 not providing tools for teachers to enable supervisors to penetrate into the 

context of teaching, and 

 not providing tools for supervisors to see the context of teaching. 

Approach 3: Re-thinking Instructional Supervision 

 

 

Thought Presentation 

 Duncan Waite’s (1995) book takes a broad view on instructional supervision. 

This means that his approach can apply to professionals who have any connection to 

instruction. This also means his approach does not deal with the small details of how 

to improve specific instructions, but with improving the overall perception of teaching 

and supervision. 

 Waite (1995) draws an ideal picture in which the education system becomes 

open to influences and to new processes which cooperate within blurred boundaries of 

the community of the school and other learning communities, such as universities. He 

derives his understanding of the role of supervision from this ideal picture.  
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 The purpose of Waite’s (1995) suggestion is to “free teachers (and students) 

from blame and its associated guilt. Both these negative affective states can freeze 

teachers, preventing them from acting to better the conditions of schooling” (p. 106). 

Concept of Teaching Work 

 Waite (1995) recognizes that the common paradigm of teaching disempowers 

teachers and attacks this in his book. This common paradigm of teaching has 

privileged individual teachers as the ones responsible for everything that happens in 

the classroom, but at the same time sees the same individual teachers as marionettes 

who need fixing when they do not function well enough on the class stage. 

Furthermore, teaching work is often reduced to elements which can be measured by 

tests. The reality is that teachers are only one variable among many that affect school 

life and pupil learning. However, they have the important role of leading the learning.  

 Teaching work is culturally oriented as are all the other components of 

education and of school. Waite (1995) identifies three options for distinguishing the 

teachers’ role which is embedded in the teaching culture. First, is the passive teacher 

who is “unable or unwilling to counter forcefully the supervisors’ direct and indirect 

criticism” (p. 72). Second, is the cooperative teacher who enacts the collaborative role 

by being a competent listener and communicator. Third, is the adversarial teacher who 

breaks the frame of power that supervision has over teachers. Yet, in all the three roles, 

the teachers maintain their own agenda of teaching. In addition, the teachers still resist 

the authority of supervisors.  
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According to Waite’s (1995) vision, the cultures of teaching will change in the 

future. Teachers will not be expected to maintain the tradition of standing at the front 

of the classroom. Teachers will find themselves needing to be flexible in their 

strategies and in the ways they share their time with learners, colleagues, advisors, as 

well as with their own learning and advancement. Teachers will have to have greater 

freedom of movement inside and outside of the school. 

Role of Supervision 

 As a consequence of the present disempowerment of the teachers’ role, 

supervision has received a very narrow role. According to Waite (1995), supervision is 

equated with evaluation and is expected to respond to teachers as a group. The current 

perspective sees supervisors as a branch of administration used to control curriculum 

implementation. This approach makes it hard for supervision to have any positive 

influence on classroom life and ends up having a negative influence on the dynamic 

between supervisors and teachers. 

 The current misconception of teaching and supervision leads Waite (1995) to 

“offer suggestions as to how well-meaning supervisors and administrators can function 

positively to remain a part of what … should be at the heart of schooling: Positive 

teaching and learning experiences for those in schools” (p. 8). 

 For enhancing this process, he has developed the concept of “dialogue 

supervision.” The key assumption of dialogue supervision is “individual agents have 

great difficulty changing themselves. This is due to the fact that we seldom operate in 
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isolation, apart from other forces--historical, social and otherwise. In fact, following a 

symbolic interactionist perspective, we construct social form and structures through 

our interactions” (Waite, 1995, p. 8). So in order to enact the supervisors’ role, 

supervisors have to know the contextual culture of their work. The culture perceives 

teachers as individuals, functioning solitarily. Yet, in fact, teachers are not isolated but 

are part of a whole culture of schools. 

Also, culturally, supervisors enact their supervision through conferences that 

deal mostly with teaching work. In spite of the fact that the conferences deal with 

teaching work, supervisors take the control: they report on what they see, they choose 

the topic of discussion, they ask questions on the same topic and come up with 

conclusions.  

Essentially, supervisors lead conferences with teachers. At the same time, 

supervisors seem to listen to teachers’ needs. After placing themselves in a superior 

position, supervisors attempt to reduce any threat this makes to teachers by saying 

things such as, “this is only my personal opinion….” 

Waite (1995) does not start out by asking what is wrong with the current 

dialogue between supervisors and teachers. Instead, he examines the agenda of 

supervision--why there is a need for supervision. If the need is a part of handling the 

organization, this leads to one avenue of discussion. If the need is for improving 

teaching, it leads to another avenue of discussion. Waite suggests viewing the role of 

supervision from a situational perspective. “What is needed is an approach to 

supervision that more closely honors the complexity and uniqueness of each 
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classroom, teacher and the interpersonal relationships of those involved--in short, one 

that is responsive to the numerous contests of schooling” (pp. 94-95).  

This shifts the attention from seeing teachers as solitary players to seeing them 

as part of a larger context. Supervisors have to relate to every aspect of a context as 

something with possible relevance for their work. Supervisors have to be able to 

choose those contextual factors that have positive influences on learning and to 

diminish those with negative influences. In order to choose the right contextual 

factors, supervisors have to test out a situation inductively by honoring the uniqueness 

of each situation. The action supervisors take to remedy situational deficits must be 

taken in response to the specifics of the situation. Supervisors have to try to influence 

all those with whom they are in contact, not just teachers. Supervisors have to be 

aware of the big picture over time. They should see the different levels and dimensions 

of the culture: national, local, professional, school, interpersonal, etc.  

Supervisors must first negotiate the local culture in order to achieve their 

positions of responsibility. Supervisors should make their knowledge explicit. 

Supervisors should attain a high level of self-knowledge. The supervisors’ process of 

understanding the context has to be a continuous process because every level of 

awareness creates an option for further learning. The observation and analysis may be 

done through action research--involvement with other participants. However, this 

attitude will leave the participant in a learner/child frame of mind. This action research 

enables supervisors to become a co-participant, avoiding hierarchical power structures.  
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Supervisors need to be insiders as well as outsiders: insiders in order to 

understand the context, and outsiders in order to be able to make the events of the 

class explicit and to have the perspective to solve problems. The way for them to be 

insiders while in fact they are outsiders, is to learn the context: rules, norms, ways of 

understanding and strategies of teaching. This learning “must be done with the 

members’ participation” (Waite, 1995, p 105).  

 Supervision would require community education regarding the definition of 

teaching and learning. This may be accomplished by “engaging the community and its 

members in dialogue concerning the nature of school and the roles, responsibilities, 

and relationships of students, parents teachers and others” (Waite, 1995, p. 108). 

Look for Absence 

 Waite (1995) writes about the need for supervisors to understand the “arena of 

teachers’ work” and what this arena includes.  

They must understand teachers, their personal and professional 

biography--a facet of the context within which both operate. Such an 

understanding allows the supervisors insight into how to involve the 

teachers and what to expect. Supervisors need to take the time 

necessary to understand the teachers’ philosophical and pedagogical 

(ontological and epistemological) frames of reference. Rather than 

talking past each other in ritual exercises, conferences then become 

constructivist exercises in the sense that each party accepts and respects 

the phenomenological stance of the other with respect to the classroom 

and lesson. (p. 106) 

 

 If someone would have come to Waite (1995) and given him the option of 

teaching planning, he would be able to adopt it easily, because he sees the need for 

supervisors to devote time to learn and help build the teaching process and to 
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understand the teaching context. However, there is a pattern in Waite’s approach that 

prevents him from using the teaching planning lenses.  

Waite (1995) tries to take the current culture of teaching and supervision and 

go from this point forward. He accepts “the most common and least controversial 

definition” for supervision as “the improvement of instruction.” As a result of focusing 

on actual teaching, he ignores teaching planning which focuses on what happens in the 

background of actual teaching. He analyzes supervision through conferences in which 

supervisors initiate discussion with teachers about situations that took place during the 

action of teaching. 

 As a different channel, Waite (1995) offers an idea of how teachers can 

become aware of the culture and aware of what is happening in the classroom. This 

channel is derived from the current development of research moving toward 

qualitative research in general and ethnographic research in particular. This kind of 

research concentrates on collecting information about the environment at hand. Waite 

understands the importance of interpreting events from something that is written rather 

than from events which happened in the past--a lesson, or defined experience from a 

lesson. He believes that this channel may aid in self study as well. 

 The limitation of this suggestion emerges from Waite’s (1995) differentiation 

between the channel of actual teaching and supervising them and the channel of 

thinking and writing about the experience of teaching and sharing this writing with 

supervisors. 
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 Not using the teaching planning lenses, Waite’s (1995) approach cannot see the 

importance of the continuous cycle of teachers’ thinking, actual teaching and reflecting 

on them both. The cycle of teaching planning starts with long-range planning and 

passes to short-range planning--actual teaching in the classroom--and then goes to 

evaluation of the whole process and applying the result back to the long- and short-

range planning (Figure 10). There is a risk that when ethnographic research writing is 

not directed to the process of teaching and thinking about the teaching, it will not catch 

the important issues for improving the teaching. Any writing is difficult and takes a lot 

of time and energy from the teachers. If the writing is separate from thinking about the 

actual teaching, only a few teachers will be able to write consistently and 

systematically. 

 There are risks also in the way supervisors interpret teachers’ writing when it is 

not directed to serve teaching work. Do supervisors have the professional means to 

analyze teachers’ writing? Planning is focused on subjects and processes that are 

central issues for teaching-learning. In ethnographic research, the writing might go in 

different directions in which supervisors do not have the knowledge nor 

professionalism to read and learn from the writing. 

 To conclude, using the teaching planning lenses, it is possible to see that 

Waite’s (1995) approach has some difficulties in recognizing the connection between 

teachers’ writing for thinking and teachers’ actual teaching. It is difficult to understand 

from his approach the importance of the continuos cycle of teachers’ thinking, actual 

teaching, and reflecting on them both. Also, it takes teachers’ thinking to another area 
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of thinking, instead of enabling them to use thinking tools that they need for their 

classroom teaching. In addition, it is possible to see difficulties in seeing the 

supervisors as interpreters of the teachers’ free writing. 

 

Approach 4: Supervisory Leadership 

 

 

Thought Presentation 

 Allan A. Glatthorn’s (1990) book synthesizes theory and research combined 

with practice. His basic understanding of supervision is that in an effective school, 

“supervision should not be seen as an end unto itself but viewed instead as one of the 

primary means for achieving more effective school systems and schools” (p. 2). 

 Glatthorn (1990) identifies three key interrelated aspects of school leadership 

which provide opportunities for teachers to be effective: curricular leadership, 

organizational leadership, and supervisory leadership. These can be mandated by the 

state or district or can be at the level where local management and teachers lead for 

themselves. 

 The author sees effective teachers as a central power in creating effective 

schools, and supervision as helping teachers to be effective. 

Concept of Teaching Work 

 Figure 16--the world of the teacher--below, gives a picture of what Glatthorn 

(1990) sees as influencing teaching work in the classroom (the square in the middle). 
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Above the square are organizational factors, and below are support system 

components. On the right side is the learner component. On the left side are the 

components of the teachers themselves. The figure shows teaching in practice--actual 

teaching--at the center of the other educational factors. It is also shows that practical 

teaching is not isolated from other forces that work in teaching work.  

 Organizational factors.  Organizational factors operate as powerful 

determinates of teacher’s behavior. The most influential factors are the culture of the 

school and other professionals in the school.  

 

Organizational factors 

   (especially the culture and other professionals) 
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                   guides    

 

 

Figure 16. The world of the teacher. (Adapted from Glatthorn, Figure 5-1, p. 103). 

 

 The culture of school is influential because it includes the set of beliefs and 

norms which surround teachers. It would be tremendously difficult for teachers to 

work against the school’s beliefs and norms. According to Glatthorn (1990), the five 

key beliefs are: school is a cooperative community, administrators and teachers share 

common goals, school improvement can be achieved through problem solving efforts, 

everyone can achieve, and instruction is the highest priority. According to those 

beliefs, 12 norms play a key role in thinking about school improvement: collegiality, 

experimentation, high expectations, trust and confidence, tangible support, reaching 

out to the knowledge base, appreciation and recognition, caring, celebration and humor 

in decision making, protection of what’s important, tradition, and honest open 

communication. 

 The other professionals in the school are important as channels through which 

the culture is transmitted to teachers. Peers are influential by being subjects for 

comparison. Administrators influence teachers by evaluating them, conducting staff 

development programs, offering supervisory advice, etc. 

 The support system. As decision-makers, teachers rely on three main factors. 

Strongest, are tests, then textbooks, and finally the given curriculum. Glatthorn (1990) 

introduces findings from a Kimpston and Anderson (1986) study, that teachers have a 
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more favorable attitude toward formal curricula when curricular decisions are made at 

the district level, as opposed to the school and classroom level. 

The learners. Learners influence teaching behavior by challenging teacher 

management, by their learning abilities, by their motivation to learn--which is formed 

by their goals--and by peer group structure and related peer norms. 

The teacher. Teachers’ classroom performance is strongly influenced by their 

knowledge. There are three domains of content knowledge: subject matter content, 

pedagogical content, and curricular content. There are three types of knowledge 

concerning the educational environment: educational context, educational aims, and 

learners. 

 Other factors which influence teachers’ behavior are their processes of decision 

making: how they plan their teaching and how they implement the plans. 

 Teachers’ internal motivation--“set of drives that lead an individual to initiate 

and continue voluntary action in order to achieve personal goals” (Glatthorn, 1990, p. 

110)--is another factor which influences their behavior in the classroom. This internal 

motivation depends on the issues which make teaching work meaningful: teachers’ 

beliefs, characteristics of their goals and actions, expected results, what rewards them, 

and teachers’ ability to use the supportive environment. 

 Effective teaching also depends on teaching skills. There are three types of 

skills: supportive, general instructional, and special instructional. Supportive skills are 

not directly observable by visitors and mainly include planning and assessment. 

General instructional skills include ways to choose and present content, ways to create 



 

 

265 

 

a desirable learning environment, ways to give instructions and ways to assess 

learners. Special instructional skills are those which seem “especially useful for certain 

groups of learners or school subjects, as what are the special skills for ESL teacher” 

(Glatthorn, 1990, p. 126). 

Role of Supervision 

 The general purpose of supervision is to improve the learners’ achievement by 

facilitating the professional growth of teachers. 

 The context of supervision is embedded in the school’s attempt to be as 

effective as possible, as well as actions other than supervision that take place in the 

education settings. Examples of others’ actions are: administrators who work with 

their school teachers to improve the organization or renew the curriculum, staff 

development, or evaluation programs. 

 Based on the context of supervision that perceives teaching as a craft, science 

and art with no single “best” way to perform it, and on the vision that the optimal 

supervisor-teacher relationship is collegial and collaborative, Glatthorn (1990) 

suggests that one form of supervision is not right for everyone. He suggests providing 

teachers with options for working with supervision according to teachers’ professional 

needs, organizational needs and ability to create a collegial climate in the school, 

difficulties as seen by the supervisors, and according to teachers’ best way to learn and 

develop. 
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 Glatthorn (1990) uses the term “differentiated supervision” to describe his 

approach of individual supervision for teachers. This approach includes three main 

options: intensive development (or clinical supervision), cooperative development, and 

self-directed development.  

 Clinical supervision for intensive development focuses on teachers’ growth and 

a process of development, not teacher evaluation. It requires systematic and continuous 

effort. 

 Cooperative development is a developmental process in which a small team of 

teachers work together to facilitate their own professional growth. The work of such a 

cooperative team of teachers can take many forms: observing each other’s classrooms, 

holding a professional dialogue, producing curricular and instructional materials, 

exchanging classrooms, and carrying out action research projects. 

 Self-directed development is a developmental process in which teachers 

independently direct their own growth. “Most self-directed programs are goal-oriented. 

The teacher identifies a developmental goal, finds the need resources, and works 

towards the accomplishment of that goal” (Glatthorn, 1990, p. 179). 

 The role of supervisors is, first of all, to help in choosing the process that fits 

best. Glatthorn (1990) describes a process for choosing, beginning with appointing a 

task force for teachers’ development. Then, inform the other teachers about the goals 

and the scope of the project so as to develop the knowledge base. Next, determine the 

balance between district control and school autonomy in order to develop policies that 

govern the operation of the differentiated system. The process continues with 
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determining how tenured teachers will be provided with options. Then clarify roles 

and present proposed policies for review and discussion. Then enable staff 

development to help schools develop their own programs. Provide formative and 

summative evaluation and develop a budget proposal for implementing the program. 

Initiate the program and finally, follow the guidelines for effective program 

implementation. 

 The role of supervision in clinical supervision for intensive development is 

first to clarify the supervisory relationship. Then, plan with teachers as a means of 

improving the plans for instruction. In planning for observation, make classroom 

observations, and analyze the observations. Finally, confer with teachers and evaluate 

the process, in order to create new planning for the next observation. Supervision must 

be systematic and consistent but, according to Glatthorn (1990), supervisors must 

choose the step according to the unique situation with every teacher. 

 The role of supervision in the cooperative development is to foster teacher 

growth through systematic collaboration with peers. This is done by developing 

cooperative programs with teachers, providing support from the organization, and 

providing appropriate incentives and rewards. 

 The role of supervision in self-directed development is to help formalize the 

process. This can be done by providing teachers with the time and support they need 

and help them overcome difficulties by offering self-directed programs. Such self-

directed programs would help teachers set challenging goals, eliminate formal 
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evaluation, and encourage risk-taking, which altogether would help teachers make 

constructive assessments. 

Look for Absence 

 Glatthorn (1990) is aware of the need for teaching planning. Nevertheless, it 

seems as though he sees teaching and supervising without giving a meaningful role to 

teaching planning. Glatthorn mentions the idea of teaching planning sporadically 

throughout the book, but does not give a whole picture of what teaching planning is 

and why it is important. The following is a review of the places in which Glatthorn 

refers to teaching planning. 

Teaching Planning from the Teacher’s Perspective 

 Planning appears to be part of the teacher’s world. Figure 16 demonstrates the 

components affecting teachers in the classroom: teachers doing planning as a way for 

them to connect with the support system--curriculum guides, text, and tests. Also, 

teachers doing planning and decision making is one of the teachers’ component which 

influence their work in the classroom. 

Planning as the Teacher’s Component--Teacher Planning and Decision Making 

Process 

 It is difficult to understand from the book what teaching planning is. It seems 

as though teaching planning is the pre-teaching thinking or the pre-teaching decision 

making process. It is not clear if planning means writing a document of planning or if 
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it is only a thing teachers think about when they have to choose what to teach and how 

to teach. It is also not clear if it is a continuous process or a one-time activity.  

Glatthorn (1990) mentions from research findings that teachers seem to do five 

kinds of different planning: yearly, term, unit, weekly, and daily. He does not explain 

the relationships between those kinds of planning, if any. Glatthorn mentions from 

these research findings that of these five, unit and weekly planning seem to be the 

most important for teachers. That seems to indicate that teachers do not think about the 

long term, and maybe they trust curriculum as their long term planning. Glatthorn 

explains that teachers do not plan for the long term because they see school schedules 

as unpredictable. Is it possible to write long term planning which includes these 

unpredictable factors as part of the database? 

 Glatthorn (1990) believes that plans made at the beginning of the year to 

establish the classroom social system are important. It is not clear in his approach what 

this planning entails. Is planning important for matching between goals and ways to 

achieve them, or is it important for efficiency of classroom management throughout 

the year? 

 Glatthorn (1990) brings from other research findings that in reality teachers do 

not write planning and when they do, it is often in the form of very sketchy lists or 

outlines. When teachers plan, they tend to think most about content and activities. 

Teachers will organize their thinking around objectives only if they are required to do 

so. It looks as if the component “teacher ability of decision making” in Glatthorn’s 
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understanding of the world of the teacher (Figure 16), relates more to the process of 

actual teaching than to a process of decision making while planning systematically. 

Planning as the Teacher’s Component--Teaching Support Skills 

 Glatthorn (1990) distinguishes between support skills and instructional skills. 

According to the author, support skills, such as planning and assessment, do not seem 

directly observable by a classroom visitor. Rather, instruction skills are directly 

observable. Why is planning not observable? Does this mean Glatthorn does not 

consider a written form of planning which would be observable by reading? In 

addition, when supervisors read planning and observe lessons, they can see the context 

of the specific lesson they are observing. In this way, planning can be very helpful in 

the observation. 

 “Yearly planning,” according to Glatthorn (1990), “plays a key role because the 

teacher makes some ‘global’ decisions about what will be taught and how much time 

will be allocated to each” (pp. 116-117). Again, it is not clear what planning is--the 

choosing process with allocation or a whole process of systematic planning?  

 Glatthorn (1990) mentions research findings which show that unit planning is 

considered by teachers to be the most important type of planning. Is unit planning 

more compact for day-to-day decisions? Or, is it part of a set of planning from the 

general yearly planning to more specific planning?  
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Planning for the Use of the Support System 

 Glatthorn (1990) introduces research findings which say that teachers consult 

curriculum materials for general planning purposes. Tests and curricular objectives are 

the most influential on teachers’ decisions about what to include in their teaching. It 

seems that the concept of teaching planning is a process of choosing what to do in the 

classroom, and not a whole process of decision making, of taking responsibility, and of 

filtering. Glatthorn does not differentiate between teachers’ planning and the decision 

making process for actual teaching in the classroom. 

 In Figure 16, teachers in the classroom are at the center and all other 

components feeding this process are separate from each other. The instructional 

support system includes “all those materials provided to the teacher to support the 

instructional process” (Glatthorn, 1990, p. 105). These materials are mainly textbooks, 

curriculum guides and tests. Glatthorn does not discuss how teachers are expected to 

make the connections--the filtering--between the outside support system and their 

work in the classrooms. Are they using guides as a direct source for actual teaching or 

as guides for their own planning? 

Teaching Planning from the Supervision Perspective 

 Describing the current approaches to clinical supervision, Glatthorn (1990) 

shows that Cogen’s 1973 model, the original model for clinical supervision, includes 

two stages of planning. In the first stage, the supervisor works with the teachers as a 

means of improving the teachers’ plans for instruction. This planning focuses on the 
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teaching-learning process. In the second stage, the supervisors work to plan their 

observations of the teachers. In this planning, the focus is on the conference which 

comes later on in the clinical supervision cycle. Glatthorn explains that to make the 

cycle of supervision more simple, the developers of clinical supervision took out the 

first stage of instructional planning. The question to be asked is why make something 

simple that by nature is not simple? Glatthorn does not answer this question and does 

not say if it is good or bad to remove planning from the model. 

 In his critique of the standard clinical supervision approach, Glatthorn (1990) 

says: 

 Finally, the supervisory cycle embodied in almost all the standard 

approaches does not make sufficient provision for conceptual 

development and skill instruction. In the typical supervision cycle, the 

supervisor observes a skill deficiency (the teacher failed to ask higher 

order questions), gives the teacher feedback about the deficiency (‘you 

asked only memory and knowledge questions’), and tells the teacher to 

practice the desired behavior (‘the next time be sure to ask questions 

that require the student to think’). (pp. 159-160) 

 

Glatthorn (1990) says that practice of new skills alone are not sufficient for the 

development of instruction. He concludes with a review of research done by 

Gliessman, Pugh, Dowden, and Hutchins (1988). His conclusion states that effective 

skill training has components of conceptual learning, and components of specific 

instruction. Conceptual learning enables teachers to acquire clearly delineated 

concepts with which they can monitor their use of the desired behavior. Specific 

instruction enables teachers to understand how to use the skill. How does conceptual 

learning occur? Is it only theoretical learning? If there is a need to combine conceptual 
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learning with the teaching work in the classroom, how will this be done? Is there a 

place in this process for teaching planning? 

 Even though Glatthorn (1990) offers many options for improving teaching 

work other than direct supervision, he still agrees with the general opinion that events 

in the classroom are central to improvement of teaching work. After all, actual 

teaching is action occurring in the classroom. In this way, teaching planning becomes 

absent. Glatthorn does not give enough power to the work done behind the scenes, 

which might be more important for improving the teaching than what is shown on the 

stage.  

 While observing instruction, one of the supervisory issues is to pay attention to 

the improvement of teachers’ planning skills: “Finally, there should be ample 

opportunity for the supervisor and the teacher to discuss and develop long-term and 

short-term planning techniques” (Glatthorn, 1990, p. 290). Techniques for planning 

are only a small part of teaching planning knowledge. Is the most important part of 

teaching planning to learn the thinking operation needed for planning? Where do goals 

fit in the planning? Why is it important to take them into consideration as a central 

issue in the planning? Where do learners’ needs fit in? How to coordinate between 

goals and learners’ needs? How can long-term planning be used for the short-term? 

How is the connection made between classroom decision making and planning? All 

those questions and many more need to be considered in order to make teaching 

planning touchable. 
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 When talking about supervisor-teacher conferences, Glatthorn (1990) suggests 

devoting no more than two conferences specifically to teaching planning. Even though 

he does recognize teaching planning as a noteworthy subject, he does not go deep 

enough to see the complexity of learning how to plan nor does he see the place of 

planning in teaching.  

 Teaching planning is underdeveloped by Glatthorn’s (1990) blurred reference 

to the ideal and the real in education. He provides other research findings which give, 

for the most part, facts about how things happen in the real world of teaching and 

supervising. In this world, for example, teachers do not take planning seriously, 

therefore supervisors are not expected to pay too much attention to it. Is this reality a 

means of good education? If supervisors think about improving education, how can 

they move from real existing situations to ideal ones? There are not answers to those 

questions in Glatthorn’s book.  

Summary: The Absence and Difficulties of the Four Approaches 

 

 

To summarize the analysis of absence in instructional supervision, four 

approaches to supervision were presented. Each of them can be differentiated from the 

others and each of them presents a systematic thought of supervision. The teaching 

planning lenses show a different kind of absence in each of the approaches.  

 The main absence in each approach is presented as follows: 

Approach 1: The absence in this approach is that it does not see teachers as 

individual professionals. It emphasizes supervision and peers as forces to influence 
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changes in teaching. This perception might leave teachers dependent on supervision, 

and peer help and support. 

Approach 2: The absence in this approach becomes apparent by giving 

supervisors the duty of collecting information from teachers’ lessons, and believing 

that this information is sufficient for supervisors understanding the teaching process. 

Approach 3: The absence in this approach becomes apparent by referring to the 

existing educational culture which does not include planning and by offering substitute 

research for the written follow-up of teaching work. The substitutes are qualitative 

research techniques such as ethnographic research or action research. 

Approach 4: Teaching planning might have an important role in the ideal world 

of education. However, teaching planning is absent in that the presentation of teachers’ 

functioning in the real world is unconnected to what is expected from them in the ideal 

world.  

Using the teaching planning lenses enables us to see difficulties in each of the 

four approaches as follows: 

Approach 1: Difficulties from the teachers’ perspective are that the approach 

narrows options for teachers to develop their work with a particular classroom. 

Difficulties from the supervisors’ perspective are that the approach limits their ability 

to be involved in decisions about actual teaching, limits their ability to help teachers 

communicate among themselves, and creates expectations of teachers that end up as a 

burden on the teachers’ work.  
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Approach 2: The difficulty of this approach is mainly that it does not recognize 

the complexity of teaching. The approach does not provide tools for teachers to enable 

supervisors to see the context of teaching. Also, it does not provide tools for 

supervisors to see the context of teaching 

Approach 3: This approach has some difficulties in seeing the connection 

between teachers’ writing for thinking and teachers’ actual teaching. It is difficult to 

understand from this approach the importance of the continuous cycle of teachers’ 

thinking, actual teaching and reflecting on them both. Also, it takes teachers’ thinking 

to another area of thinking, instead of enabling them to use thinking tools that they 

need for their classroom teaching. In addition, it is possible to see difficulties in seeing 

the supervisors as interpreters of teachers’ free writing. 

Approach 4: The main difficulty of this approach is that even though it raises 

the complexity of teaching and offers many options for doing teaching and 

supervision, the gap between the ideal and real teaching cancels the chance of leading 

the thinking to improve teaching. 

 Each of these difficulties shows a different way of distancing teaching from 

supervision and each one shares the potential to hide a distrust supervisors have of 

teachers and vice versa. 

 Going back to the understanding of the link between curriculum and teaching 

(Figure 4), this analysis of absence provides a way to see that the not-so-smooth 

passage from curriculum appears as having meaningful impact on the way 

professionals think about their work. In this example, the thought deals with 
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instructional supervisors and it seems that this thought has difficulties to support the 

understanding of the supervisors’ work.  

 The analysis of absence of the four instructional supervision approaches does 

not criticize those approaches in particular, nor prefer others. The analysis of absence 

points out that the foundation of thinking--link between curriculum and teaching--

regarding instructional supervision includes unresolved difficulties. The four 

approaches that were chosen here are only four different examples to demonstrate that 

when the foundation includes difficulties, they show up in every approach that is based 

on this foundation. The only differences are in the way the different approaches hide 

the difficulties. 

From this example of analysis of absence, it is possible to learn how the 

alternative concept, teaching planning has the potential to benefit the understanding of 

instructional supervision. The way it benefits the understanding is by causing the 

thought to lose equilibrium--to open the thought to questions that raise difficulties. 



 

 

 

CHAPTER VIII 

 

 

ANALYSIS OF ABSENCE--SUMMARY 

 

 

This chapter is a summary of the analysis of absence as presented in Chapters 

III through Chapter VII. The chapter includes a summary of the process and an answer 

to the first question of this study: what are the difficulties of the current concept of the 

link between curriculum and teaching? 

The Process 

 

 

 The process follows the steps of analysis of absence offered in Figure 7. As a 

first step, the alternative concept is presented as a descriptive definition in Chapter IV. 

This definition marks the necessary qualities to identify the concept. In the example of 

teaching planning, the qualities to identify the concept are: teachers taking 

responsibility, involvement in a thinking process for decision making, enacting a 

process of filtering when passing the knowledge of a society to learners in the same 

society, using a written means, relating to particular classrooms by particular teachers, 

long-range and short-range planning with a cyclic link between them, and initiating the 

teaching process with the planning while including data from actual teaching as part of 

thinking. 
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Then, comes the examination of thought in three examples, each of them 

having two steps: examination of thought and look for absence. The first examination 

of thought deals with curriculum policy. This examination points out that the first step 

of moving from society’s knowledge and intentions to learners (Figure 4) already 

struggles with the discrepancy between curriculum and teaching. The second 

examination of thought deals with specific curriculum materials. This examination 

shows in detail how the curriculum vertebra that is expected to join with the teaching 

vertebra has difficulty reducing the discrepancy. The third examination of thought 

deals with instructional supervision. This examination demonstrates the difficulties the 

ones who are expected to make sure the link works, have with the link. Instructional 

supervisors do not stand between curriculum and teaching, yet have managerial 

responsibility for what happens between the two. 

The examination of thought emphasizes the issues that are potentially related in 

one way or another to the alternative concept.  

The examination of thought of curriculum policy--Chapter V--concentrates on 

the Oregon State curriculum policy legislated in 1990 and still in a process of 

implementation. This policy views teachers mainly as obeying implementors who are 

not considered during the policy making and do not have a way to influence the 

curriculum as individuals. 

The examination of thought of curriculum materials--Chapter VI--presents the 

example of Visual Mathematics. These curriculum materials were written for teachers 
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to use in middle school. The presentation is not only a description of the materials, but 

also a verbal evaluation that was led by the evaluation guide offered by Pratt (1994). 

The examination of thought of the four different approaches of instructional 

supervision--Chapter VII--concentrates on two issues: the concept of teaching work 

from the supervision perspective, and the role of supervision. The concept of teaching 

work is potentially related to teaching planning because according to its definition, it is 

expected to play an important role in understanding teaching. The role of supervisors 

is potentially related to teaching planning because it indirectly includes the way 

supervisors see teaching work. 

 The look for absence begins by presenting what the alternative concept enables 

us to see that the educational thought does not recognize. This process is a process of 

conditioning. It answers the question: what is absent in the current concept of the link 

that does not allow the link to be effective?  

In the analysis of curriculum policy, it seems that Oregon State policy suffers 

from absence by ignoring teaching planning. The policy lacks ways to connect 

between formulating curriculum and doing teaching work. It might be the case that 

teachers do not have the knowledge nor perspective to fulfill the intentions of 

curriculum. 

In the analysis of Visual Mathematics, the absence of teaching planning in the 

minds of curriculum developers, leads to materials that teachers have to follow 

without serious consideration of the real conditions in their classrooms.  
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In the analysis of instructional supervision, each of the four approaches 

presented shows different absences--ideas that were not taken into consideration. 

Approach one is built in a way that does not see teachers as individual professionals 

and emphasizes teachers’ dependence on supervision, and peer help and support. In 

approach two the absence becomes apparent mainly by giving supervisors the duty of 

collecting information from teachers’ lessons, and believing that this information is 

sufficient for supervisors to understand the teaching process. The main absence in 

approach three becomes apparent by offering substitute research for the written follow-

up of teaching work; thus ignoring the value of thinking before teaching. Teaching 

planning might have an important role for supervisor-teacher communication as 

approach four sees it. However, teaching planning in this approach is not implemented 

by teachers and there is a constant gap between ideal and real teaching. 

The look for absence leads in seeing difficulties that emerge from what was 

found as absent. The next section deals with those difficulties. 

What are the Difficulties in the Current Concept of the Link 

 

 

 The summary of the analysis of absence is the place to address the first 

question of the study: what are the difficulties in the current concept of the link 

between curriculum and teaching that does not allow the link to be effective?  

 As stated earlier, curriculum and teaching are important vertebras in the 

backbone of education: curriculum for interpreting society’s knowledge and intentions 

to an educational language; and teaching for interpreting curriculum to learners. Also, 
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each of the vertebras has its own strength: curriculum can focus on subject matter and 

on theories of psychology and education. Teaching can be well connected to learners. 

It seems as though the potential is there for an effective link between curriculum and 

teaching. Why is this potential not realized? 

 The analysis of absence of the three thought examinations share four main 

difficulties in the current concept. First, misguided expectations from teachers. 

Second, messages of distrust sent to teachers. Third, lack of meaningful dialogue with 

teachers. Fourth, no solution to resolve tension between society and learners. 

Misguided Expectations of Teachers 

Curriculum Policy 

  Oregon State curriculum policy expects individual teachers to conform to their 

policy and to activate the policy in the classroom. This is a misguided expectation 

mainly because curriculum is only one power influencing teachers’ work. Learners are 

not passive receivers but a central power in influencing teachers’ work as well. In this 

way, teachers have to take into consideration the contradictory nature of curriculum 

and learners as they implement a curriculum. 

Visual Mathematics 

Curriculum materials of Visual Mathematics have the expectation that teachers 

are independent decision makers during actual teaching, and at the same time are 

completely dependent on the detailed instructions offered in the materials. This is a 
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misguided expectation because it is tremendously difficult to make decisions and 

particularly difficult to make on-the-spot decisions during a lesson, when one does not 

have the background needed for the understanding of the decisions they are expected 

to make.  

Instructional Supervision  

The analysis of absence found four different difficulties in the four different 

approaches to instructional supervision. 

 One approach expects teachers to be able to take supervisors’ and peers’ advice 

and simply implement it in their particular classroom. This is a misguided expectation 

of teachers because they always need a process of adaptation to their particular 

conditions.  

  The second approach expects every single lesson, or at least lessons which 

supervisors observe, to become curriculum implementation, and to include sufficient 

information about the teaching process. This is a misguided expectation because 

teaching is not simply curriculum implementation, and a single lesson is part of 

teachers’ work that represents only itself. A single lesson does not represent the whole 

process of teaching. 

 The third approach expects teachers to use qualitative research tools to learn 

about their teaching. This is a misguided expectation because it places new demands 

on teachers who already have a wide range of demands. 
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 The fourth approach acquiesces to the existing gap between the ideal--

theoretical ideas--and the real teaching and expects teachers to become good teachers 

within this gap. This expectation is misguided because the value of teachers’ work 

needs to be defined. This can only be done when ideal criteria are within reach, and 

not when the ideal criteria are disconnected to teaching as is the case in the fourth 

approach. 

Messages of Distrust Sent to Teachers 

 The consequence of setting expectations that cannot be fulfilled leads to 

inevitable failure. Constant failure leads to distrust. It was found that in each thought 

examination under the magnified glass there is already an implicit distrust of teachers. 

Curriculum Policy 

The sources of initiatives for Oregon State curriculum policy include a distrust 

of teachers. The distrust is seen in the way policy makers take power to control 

specific areas of teachers’ work. Policy makers dictate the part of society’s intentions 

that they can easily have control over--particular learning achievement. By this, they 

do not trust teachers to make proper selection of society’s intentions according to the 

needs of specific learners.  
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Visual Mathematics 

 Visual Mathematics developers do not trust the teachers by relating to them as 

ones who would not struggle with theory and by telling them word for word what to do 

in the classroom. 

Instructional Supervision 

The four approaches analyzed share an implicit distrust of teachers, by 

believing that supervision is only a matter of finding the right way to enact an 

inspection. By that, instructional supervision does not seriously consider that teachers 

can be responsible for letting others know and understand what they are doing and why 

they are doing it. 

Lack of Meaningful Dialogue with Teachers 

 Dialogue indicates two sides interacting, sharing ideas and listening to each 

other. There is a lack of meaningful dialogue between each of the professionals 

represented in the thought examinations and individual teachers. 

Curriculum Policy 

Oregon State curriculum policy is mandated to teachers. Teachers do not have 

influence on the curriculum when they are individuals in the process of teaching a 

specific classroom.  

 The evaluation process that curriculum policy offers, very often is for 

evaluating teachers’ work through learner achievements. Curriculum policy does not 
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include options for being evaluated by teachers according to their experiences in the 

classroom. 

Visual Mathematics 

In spite of the fact that Visual Mathematics curriculum materials come to 

support teachers’ work, there is no place for them to communicate with curriculum 

developers to ask questions that emerge from the actual work in the classroom. The 

Visual Mathematics approach is similar to a father who knows what is best for his 

children. Even if he listens to them, still, he is convinced that he understands better 

what is good for them. 

 Since teachers are patronized by Visual Mathematics curriculum, the materials 

do not include ways for them to understand the theories behind the developers’ 

decision making process. 

Instructional Supervision 

In spite of the fact that some of the supervision approaches view the link 

between curriculum and teaching as dialogue, the conversation in such meetings does 

not allow teachers to routinely influence curriculum or other standards that supervisors 

bring with them to those conversations. 

No Solution to Resolve Tension Between Society and Learners 

All the thought examinations share the agreement that curriculum represents 

society’s knowledge and intentions and teaching relates directly to learners. None of 



 

 

287 

 

the examinations at stake face the tension between society and learners to look for a 

solution. 

Curriculum Policy 

Oregon State curriculum policy completely ignores the tension by focusing 

only on one direction: mandating curriculum from society to learners via implementors 

such as curriculum planners and teachers.  

Visual Mathematics 

Curriculum developers are aware of the learners’ power, but they believe their 

instructions fit particular learners in a way that teachers need to make only marginal, 

on-the-spot decisions in order to implement the materials in the classroom. 

Instructional Supervision 

Supervision also ignores the tension between society and learners by assuming 

that teachers implement curriculum and the challenges and difficulties they have in the 

classroom are only a matter of the quality of actual teaching in the classroom. 

To conclude on Chapters III through VIII, it is possible to say that the analysis 

of absence maintains the original understanding of the link between curriculum and 

teaching and at the same time shows what is absent in this understanding and what the 

difficulties are. Using the concept of teaching planning to find the absence and 

difficulties, gives a basis for changes in understanding the link. 
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One might ask how it can happen that a conceptual framework includes such 

significant difficulties and continues to be widely used? An explanation for this might 

be in what is represented in the literature review of Chapter II. The separation between 

curriculum and teaching in theory and research, does not open opportunities for the 

difficulties to be seen; thus they are not confronted in curriculum policy and planning, 

nor in instructional supervision. 

However, the difficulties help explain why top-down reforms do not happen as 

policy makers and curriculum developers expect them to. Expectations are misguided, 

authorities send messages of distrust to teachers in the way they deliver the 

expectations of change. There is no way to have meaningful dialogue between 

authorities and teachers and the tension between society and learners causes authorities 

to pull in the opposite direction from teachers. Is a solution possible for these 

difficulties? 

  

 



 

 

 

CHAPTER IX 

 

 

THE ALTERNATIVE CONCEPT OF THE LINK-- 

 TEACHING PLANNING BETWEEN CURRICULUM AND ACTUAL TEACHING 

 

 

Is there another concept besides the current one, that has the potential to 

resolve the difficulties inherent in the link between curriculum and teaching and 

enable reform? In other words, is there another concept that could offer a more 

effective link between curriculum and teaching? This is the second question of the 

problem of the study and this chapter attempts to answer it.   

The literature review pointed out the discrepancy between curriculum and 

teaching in the current link between them--a discrepancy needing a solution beyond 

the current concept of the link. The analysis of absence has already offered that 

teaching planning is mediation between curriculum and teaching. Figure 17 shows the 

definitions of concepts in the link and their basic location in the alternative concept of 

the link. Teaching as shown in this figure, includes teaching planning and actual 

teaching. What used to be the concept of teaching in the current concept of the link 

becomes the definition only of actual teaching in the alternative concept of the link.  

Adding teaching planning as a vertebra between curriculum and actual teaching 

serves as a starting point for explaining the alternative concept of the link. Figure 17 

presents the definitions of the concepts as are used in the alternative concept of the 
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link. The definition of teaching planning is taken from the conceptual analysis in 

Chapter IV. The definition of curriculum remains the same as it is in the current 

concept of the link. However, the figure shows that teaching planning is a separate 

entity and is no longer part of the definition of curriculum. The definition of actual 

teaching is the definition of teaching as was laid out in the current concept of the link. 

Consequently, the concept of teaching combines teaching planning and actual 

teaching.  

 

     Curriculum           Teaching          

Policy and 

Planning 

 Teaching Planning  Actual teaching 

     

 

The way society’s 

knowledge in 

general and 

society’s intentions 

for education in 

particular, are 

formed and planned 

in the educational 

process. 

 The thinking process for decision 

making. It is done by persons who take 

responsibility for the learning of other 

people. It is a filtering process of 

passing the knowledge of a society to 

learners in the same society. It is a 

written means. It is a plan of a particular 

teacher for his or her particular class. It 

includes long-range as well as short-

range preparation with a cyclic link 

between them. It becomes the initial step 

of the teaching process and includes 

data from actual teaching as part of the 

thinking. 

 The process through 

which a person--the 

teacher--takes 

responsible 

involvement for a 

particular classroom 

of learners, enabling 

mediation between 

them and the 

knowledge of 

society.  

 

Figure 17. Definitions in the alternative concept of the link between 

curriculum and teaching. 

 

This chapter comes to shape the meaning of the alternative concept of the link. 

The first step presents the potential that is opened by locating teaching planning as an 
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integral part of the link between curriculum and actual teaching. The presentation of 

this potential gives a sense of how much and what can be gained from using teaching 

planning as mediation between curriculum and actual teaching. The second step lays 

out the principles of constructing an effective link between curriculum and teaching. 

This section intends to show how the relationships in the link might work in practice 

by constructing the expectations and actions that should be held by teachers, 

curriculum policy makers and developers, and instructional supervisors. The third step 

goes back to examine whether the alternative concept of the link overcomes the 

difficulties. 

The Potential of Teaching Planning 

 

 

 When discussing the purposes of a concept in education, it usually involves a 

question of practicality--how is the concept used (Green, 1971)? As argued in this 

study, teaching planning is hidden and there is no prior experience using it in its full, 

revealed form. Therefore, the question of practicality deals with the potential use of 

this concept and not with the actual use. 

 Not all teaching planning is expected to serve all purposes. This section deals 

with its broad potential, and stresses the possible uses of teaching planning for the two 

sides of the link. It starts with the influence of teaching planning on actual teaching 

and continues with the influence of teaching planning on curriculum. 

 The use of teaching planning for improving curriculum is less obvious because 

curriculum is a separate branch from teaching, mandated top-down to teachers, and 
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can be developed by professionals other than teachers. Therefore, before explaining 

why teaching planning is important to the curriculum, there is a presentation of the 

limitations of curriculum and the necessity for encounters that produce feedback from 

teachers. In the definition of teaching planning given in Chapter IV, the concept was 

described as a process of filtering curriculum to teaching. Here, the emphasis is on 

how the filtering process can be effective in the other direction to improve curriculum.  

Potential Effect of Teaching Planning on Actual Teaching 

 Teaching planning applies to actual teaching in four ways: directly by having 

the potential to improve the teaching-learning process, indirectly by having the 

potential to improve the teachers’ professional life, and to improve teachers’ 

communication with other influential people in the school and educational system 

(Ashton & Webb, 1986). The fourth way relates to the need for planning in different 

professional stages of teaching. 

Potential Improvement of the Teaching-learning Process 

 Research shows that when teachers have a clear understanding of their 

purposes of instruction, the learners’ performance matches those directions and 

purposes (Ames & Archer, 1988; Mortimore, Sammons, Stoll, Lewis, & Ecob, 1988). 

 When teachers do long-range and short-range planning, they have already made 

many decisions about actual teaching, and therefore leave room for unforeseen 

occurrences in the classroom. For example, when unpredictable behavioral problems 
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occur in the classroom, teachers are able to deal with those problems and still teach 

what they had planned. 

 Teaching planning enables teachers to take into consideration and analyze the 

broad database of conditions which affect learning. For example, teachers consider 

the prior experiences of learners, estimate the difficulties that were raised in prior 

experiences, and find the appropriate exercise from a new book thereby enabling 

learners to improve their performance.  

 Teaching planning facilitates a connection between various data and actual 

teaching, as a connection between goals, subject matter, and teaching strategies. For 

example, a teacher who wants to produce independent thinkers (goal), would think 

about the appropriate activity to achieve this independence. Perhaps the teacher 

chooses to begin with a game (subject matter) that learners are familiar with and could 

play without being dependent on the teacher, or with flashcards which also enable the 

students to play independently (teaching strategy). 

 Teaching planning provides for gradual development of actual teaching. This 

is because teachers are able to take into consideration processes which occurred in the 

past as well as processes which will occur in the future. In this way, it is possible to 

prevent unnecessary repetitions. Planning enables teachers to choose a defined 

learning process of the subject while allotting the necessary amount of time for it. In 

addition, it enables teachers to return to the original lesson plan when unforeseen 

distractions occurred. This focus also provides for consistency in the requirements of 

learners. 



 

 

294 

  

 Improvement of the process and product of actual teaching is based on the 

ability to assess the process and the product. Planning gives a definition of 

expectation for the product of the teaching process as well as the learning process. In 

this way, it is possible to reflect on whether this expectation was fulfilled and whether 

the product was achieved. In actual teaching, each decision is a function of previous 

decisions. Planning enables teachers to pinpoint any problem in this decision making 

process, whether it was in the planning itself or in the application of the planning. 

 Teachers who do not use written teaching planning before actual teaching, miss 

the opportunity to think ahead and consider different perspectives. When teachers are 

actually teaching in the classrooms, they must make many quick decisions on-the-spot 

in an ever-changing, multi-stimulus environment. There is a risk that they will not take 

into consideration many important data relating to problems because of their inability 

to perceive them under the pressure of finding immediate solutions. When teachers do 

not plan, they give the same instructions for two different classes without taking into 

consideration the specific needs of learners in each class. When teachers find 

differences between learners in different classes, they might ignore these learners so as 

not to complicate or interfere with their decisions.  

There is also the risk that such teachers will react to stimuli as they come, and 

as a consequence be too dependent on momentary satisfaction, too rushed to find 

immediate resolutions to overcome difficulties, and too eager to fulfill their own 

immediate needs for silence, good order, support from learners, etc. This risk of 

putting immediate reactions before long-term relationships and meaningful learning, 
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can be avoided when teachers have made decisions in advance about their general 

policies, when they know that there are other possibilities to solve difficulties, and 

when they have a frame of thinking to find effective long-range solutions. 

Potential Improvement of Professional Life 

 There is a cycle of expectations which are fulfilled when teaching planning is 

used. When the teaching-learning process is improved, it improves the professional 

confidence of teachers, and when teachers have a high level of professionalism, it 

improves the teaching-learning process. Teaching planning provides meaningful 

professional development.  

Analyzing previous planning and an assessment of this planning leads to 

correction, improvement, and new ideas--the learning process. Experiencing planning 

year after year makes the ability to plan better and better each year. In each planning 

experience, teachers learn to plan more efficiently and closer to reality. Planning is an 

occasion for teachers to meet the need to renew their subject matter knowledge and 

develop new teaching strategies. Teachers can find better solutions to questions that 

bother them about the quality of their actual teaching. Planning enables teachers to 

construct educational outlooks. Planning leads to the development of this outlook. 

 If teachers do not plan, it will be difficult for them to collect and organize their 

own knowledge. Without teaching planning, teachers have very little ability to judge 

their work objectively and are not be able to present what students learn. It might 

happen that teachers are valued based on an isolated event rather than the overall 
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performance in the classroom. In this case, teacher status would be determined by the 

minimal time and effort required for the isolated event and not by the majority of time 

and effort required for work as teachers. 

 Teaching planning decreases the chances of teachers getting burned out. “Burn 

out" is a result of routine, tension, and lack of proportions between responsibility--

high--and interest--low. Csikszentmihaly (1979) called this lack of “flow.” The 

pleasure from a process that is constantly developing, and from achievement, reduces 

the risks of burning out. The chance of burning out also decreases because teachers 

know what they are going to do in the classroom and how their students will respond 

to their teaching; thus they come to school relaxed. One of the reasons teachers burn 

out is they have many classes, many students and have to make many self-adjustments. 

Their hours are long, repetitious and hard to bear. Planning helps teachers refresh their 

thinking and relate to each class as a special case for their self-interest. 

 Teaching planning enables teachers to uncover forgotten knowledge in the 

teaching-learning area. This might occur when teachers think of solutions but have 

difficulty finding a good one. For example, a teacher who took courses dealing with 

heterogeneous classrooms, will need to uncover the knowledge learned from those 

courses when teaching in a heterogeneous first grade class with some learners who 

know addition and subtraction with any numbers, and other learners who never had the 

chance to understand what a number is? 

 Teaching planning enables teachers to perceive themselves as professionals 

and to stand by their view when there is no agreement about the curriculum. For 
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example, when the principal wants to cut art classes, teachers could present the 

principal with what learners would miss by doing this. 

Potential Improvement of Communication 

 Besides the potential influence of teaching planning on curriculum policy 

makers and curriculum (to be discussed broadly later on), there is potential for 

improved communication with other influential people in the education system. 

Teachers are encouraged to report and present products to their administrators, to 

collaborate with colleagues and to explain their work to learners and parents. This 

communication can enrich the actual teaching. 

Teaching planning is similar to planning in any profession that requires 

management and leadership. Teaching planning is the teachers’ way of saying, “this is 

what we are responsible for.” Teachers who do long-range and short-range planning 

are able to present their work, meaning they consider and value their professionalism 

which will cause other people to consider and value their professionalism. 

Planning enables communication between teachers and the school 

administration. Through this communication, teachers could explain the importance of 

what they teach. This kind of communication enables the principal to understand what 

happens in the classroom, to understand the need for adequate equipment, and to 

coordinate between one subject’s classes and other elements in the school. Effective 

communication through planning is beneficial in different situations: a principal who 
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receives a planning program and wants to cancel a class, would have to take 

responsibility for the loss of learning for the students in that class.  

 The purpose of planning also relates to coordination among teachers in the 

same school. Planning prevents unneeded repetition and provide continuity from year 

to year. In the same way, planning helps substitute teachers by providing them with a 

plan to read; thus fitting themselves to the planning.  

Teachers who plan their work, present to their “clients”--learners and 

parents--the opportunities they open for them. In this way, teachers have a better 

chance to receive cooperation from both learners and parents.  

 The fact that teaching planning is in written form, opens up opportunities to 

meet other teachers’ planning work. Reading other teachers’ planning is a chance to 

improve the planning of each of the participants in the writing-reading process. When 

teachers do not present individual planning to each other, it is difficult to achieve 

enrichment within the school staff or among several schools’ staff (Johnston, 1995). 

Teaching planning is different from writing curriculum for school by teachers. In a 

school committee, everyone brings his or her ideas together, so a consensus can be 

made for the common school curriculum. However, by sharing teaching planning, 

everyone has access to all the ideas so he or she can choose the ones that speak to them 

most.  
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Need for Planning in the Different Professional Stages 

 Sometimes it seems that novice teachers have to work hard on planning while 

struggling with much more urgent problems at the same time. Novice teachers--those 

with little or no teaching experience--struggle with “existential” difficulties in 

organizing and managing the class and in dealing with discipline problems, which 

occur as consequences of their lack of experience. In the same way, it seems that 

veteran teachers--those with teaching experience--do not need teaching planning 

because of their sufficient control of professional knowledge that enables them to 

organize actual teaching and teach in an efficient way without prior planning. If this is 

true, who needs teaching planning? 

 Teaching planning has different roles in different professional stages of 

teaching. With the help of teaching planning, pre-service teachers can discover a basic 

understanding of the profession and realize beneficial working habits. Novice teachers 

have to establish the understanding gained in pre-service learning. In addition, novices 

have to establish their professional status in the eyes of learners, the principal, other 

teachers and parents. To achieve this, there needs to be a combination of intensive 

experience in the actual teaching itself and a way to consider this experience. Veteran 

teachers are at a stage such that everyday actual teaching is almost automatic. That is 

why teaching planning enables them to find new strategies, strategies that require their 

professional abilities. In addition, teaching planning enables teachers to communicate 

with others in the education system. 
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 What follows is an examination of the need for teaching planning in each of 

the three teacher stages: pre-service, novice, and veteran. 

Necessity of teaching planning in the pre-service stage.  Teaching planning is 

needed during pre-service teacher education for two reasons: improvement of teaching 

practices and attainment of high professional norms (Zeichner, 1986). 

It is necessary to improve teaching practices due to the many stimuli that occur 

in each lesson. Every learner has his or her own reaction to a teacher’s behavior and 

methods of teaching. Learners express opinions among themselves and sometimes 

there is also outside stimulation. Pre-service teachers have difficulty in absorbing those 

stimuli, and collecting them so as to separate and understand them. Pre-service 

teachers have a limited repertoire for solutions to difficulties they are faced with in the 

classroom. In addition, because of lack of experience, pre-service teachers often have 

difficulties in coming up with adequate solutions at the moment they need them. 

 During teaching planning, pre-service teachers can think without the pressure 

of time, they can ask college professors and professionals, or they can read the 

professional literature. Teaching planning creates a laboratory condition--an occasion 

to try out the planning and reflect on it. 

 Pre-service teachers’ lesson can be full of mistakes that come from their lack of 

experience. The more aware of the teaching and planning processes they become, the 

greater their ability to reconstruct them, evaluate them and understand what is needed 

to correct them if necessary. The fact that teaching planning is written, helps in 

creating awareness which in turn helps in recognizing the advantages in the teaching 
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practice. The awareness makes it possible for learners to understand critiques or 

explanations given to them by the more experienced people around them--teacher 

educators or teachers in the school. When the process of planning-teaching-reflecting 

is continuous, pre-service teachers can apply the reflection they gained in the last 

lesson to plan a better future lesson. Through this process, pre-service teachers learn 

how to plan. 

It is important for teachers to attain high professional norms and habits. During 

the time of pre-service learning, teachers develop knowledge of teaching planning and 

at the same time develop norms and habits for writing the planning. Planning is a skill 

that improves over time and through practice. Practicing the planning during their 

preparation program, allows for support during the process, so when pre-service 

teachers become independent teachers they already have the habit of the teaching 

planning process--the knowledge of how to write plans and enough practice to apply it.  

 During pre-service preparation, the professional image of teachers is 

determined (Barone, Berliner, Blanchard, Casanova, & McGowan, 1996). Therefore, 

understanding the purpose of planning, the requirement to plan and the study of 

planning, are actions that create high professional norms and good work habits. Yet, 

the study of planning is not academic learning, but learning that combines academics 

and practice. Pre-service teachers are not yet independent teachers, which is why 

learning how to plan during this period is the foundation on which they stand when 

they become independent teachers. 
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Curriculum planning includes relating to subject matter in one way or another. 

Subject matter of a curriculum relates to the content of the subject as it should be 

organized and delivered to general learners (Lamm, 1973). Pre-service teachers have 

difficulty teaching subject matter of a curriculum to a diverse group of students 

(Noordhoff, 1996). Pre-service teaching planning serves to help in the professional 

development of how to match subject content to particular and diverse learners. This 

can be done by leading pre-service teachers to view learning theories of subject 

content, psychology of learners, and learning process as essential but insufficient since 

they are unconnected to practice. Teaching planning is an occasion to integrate these 

theories in practice.  

Pre-service teaching planning should include important thinking principles of 

planning to give opportunities to ask questions on the difficulties that the student 

expects and fears in order to deal with varied professional materials (individual or 

cooperative; cognitive or emotional). There is a need to show a continuity of teaching 

planning that includes reflection on the material. 

Table 4 shows the relationships between goals and factors of teaching 

planningof pre-service teachers. 
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Table 4 

 

Relationships Between Planning Goals and Factors of Teaching Planning 

Pre-service Teachers 

 

a) Improvement of actual teaching practices 

 Purpose of planning  Factors of teaching planning  

 Makes many decisions before Includes the central thinking principle    

 the lesson of the planning 

 

 Gives opportunities to deal with  

 expected difficulties 

     

Deals with various professional  Broadens the information base   

 materials 

        

 Enables questions and corrections 

    

  Keeps an ability for constant  Enables to see one planning as  

  improvement  basis for the next planning 

 

          

 

b) Attainment of high professional norms and habits 

      Purpose of planning  Factors of teaching planning  
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      Structures planning habits Includes central thinking principles 

  of the planning 

      

     Understands the purpose  Plans for every teaching activity 

      of planning 

 Analyzes connection between  

  planning and practice   

 

 Necessity of teaching planning at the novice stage.  Teaching planning is 

significant to novice teachers from two points of view: planning improves the practice 

of teaching in a similar way to the pre-service teacher, and it aids in creating status for 

teachers in the school. The purpose of teaching planning is for improvement of the 

teaching practices. 

 Novice teachers, as well as pre-service teachers, have difficulties in making 

decisions in classroom situations when there are always new circumstances and 

pressures of time. That is why every decision that can be made during planning time 

before actual teaching, saves time making decisions in the classroom. 

 There is a good chance that novice teachers will make wrong decisions during 

a lesson because they do not have enough experience in processing the data they 

receive. Every mistake they avoid through early preparation will help them. If a 

mistake does occur, proper planning for the next lesson will take this mistake into 

account and use it as important data for developing new lessons without repeating the 

mistake. For example, a teacher who becomes confused in front of the class because of 

a behavioral problem from one of the students, can re-think the case and through 

proper planning, choose a rational strategy for the future. 
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Planning can also be used by teachers to establish their status in the school. 

New teachers are under constant inspection from their students, the principal and other 

administrators, peers, and parents. Planning helps teachers gain self-confidence. 

Planning helps by giving teachers a chance to be rational and aware of the motives 

behind the steps they have chosen. In this situation, teachers feel more confident to 

answer questions or react to criticism. Their ability to represent their perception and 

reasoning in front of those in charge of them is higher than a spontaneous reaction. If 

there is need for change, the previous plan is the support for a later plan. 

 Some novices have a harder time in the beginning than others. This does not 

mean they are not able to improve their actual teaching. Planning helps such novices 

seek out advice instead of hiding difficulties. Novice teachers are able to review their 

planning decisions and find the area where mistakes occurred. The problem might be 

in the planning itself, or maybe the original plan was good but the implementation of 

the plan was faulty perhaps due to lack of teaching skills. Planning helps pinpoint the 

origin of mistakes; thus improve the actual teaching. 

Novice teachers have to make time to collect data that is needed to develop a 

good understanding of teaching. Planning enables teachers to receive advice and 

consultation. In planning made by novices, they need to be aware of the gap between 

reality in the classroom and reality as it comes in their planning. For example, if 

novice teachers have a discipline problem in their classroom, planning should include 

ways to solve this problem and avoid the inclination to ignore the problem by waiting 

for it to resolve itself. This is especially pertinent because avoiding the problem not 
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only ensures that it persists, but means that planning, which could have been done 

already, loses its power to help the situation. 

Table 5 shows the relationships between goals and factors of teaching planning 

of novice teachers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5 

 

Relationships Between Planning Goals and Factors in Teaching Planning 

Novice Teachers 

 

a) Improving actual teaching practices 

 

 Purpose of planning Factors of teaching planning 

 Gradually enters the work  Gives time for data collection,  

 while teachers work with     

 temporary planning  

 

 Plans with the support of counsel 

 

b) Establishing status in the school 

    Purpose of planning Factors of teaching planning 

    Use as an identity card A convincing--rational planning that  

     fits a specific class 

    Use as a tool to convince others   

    

    Support that gives self confidence Emphasizes evaluation of planning  

  in the first steps learning 
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 Necessity of teaching planning at the veteran stage.  Teaching planning is 

important for veteran teachers because of their maturity which usually releases them 

from investing a lot of energy in responding to many behavioral and technical stimuli 

in the classroom. This release can bring the veteran teachers to a new level of 

involvement in their own classroom and with their peers and by that prevent burn out.  

 Without the new thinking that planning helps make possible, there is a risk that 

teachers will become stagnant in comfortable, familiar positions, will continue to 

practice old teaching strategies, and will neglect to re-think their actual teaching. 

 Contrary to popular belief, the stage at which teachers are free from struggle 

with authority, from thinking about basic professional knowledge, is the stage at which 

their planning can reach a new climax. The new climax can be in the quality of 

planning and in teachers’ ability to change and improve actual teaching strategies. In 

this stage, teachers can be open to dealing with subjects such as: how to transfer 

authority from teacher to learner, and how to instill flexibility in the classroom to 

account for different learning abilities. 

 Planning at this stage allows veteran teachers to think about problems they 

previously neglected because of having too many stimuli to relate to individually. 

Since veteran teachers are able to solve everyday mishaps automatically, teaching 

planning gives them the chance to see and relate to more complex and sensitive 

classroom problems. 
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 At this professional stage, teachers can use planning to work with their peers 

on new curricula and new solutions. In order to use their teaching experience, teachers 

need to experience writing planning and an order of thinking that is developed by the 

many experiences in writing planning. To present new curriculum to other people, 

teachers need a mature planning ability. 

 It is possible to say that teaching planning done by veteran teachers needs to 

consider long-range perspectives while relating to other settings learners have been in. 

For example, it is useful for teachers to make a connection between current learning 

and prior learning from another school, or to future challenges that the student will 

have to face. Veteran teachers can improve their methods of teaching and vary them 

according to learners’ needs. Teaching planning done by veteran teachers has to 

include all the variables that influence teaching and make connections between the 

variables. 

 Table 6 shows the relationships between goals and factors of teaching planning 

of veteran teachers. 

 

Table 6 

 

Relationships Between Planning Goals and Factors in Teaching Planning 

Veteran Teachers 

 

 Improving actual teaching to a new higher level to prevent burn out 

 

  Purpose of planning Factors of teaching planning 

 Keep professional alertness Structure long-range planning 

 

  Make connections with other settings 
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 Improve strategies Choose the best teaching strategies 

  for learner’s needs and goals 

 

 Open to peers and to Rational and convincing planning 

 professional collaboration 

 

In summary, teaching planning is important to novice, pre-service, and veteran 

teachers in different ways. The classification of the potential of teaching planning 

according to teacher experience, is to emphasize that teaching planning has different 

purposes for different teachers’ needs.  

This classification is only one example. Other classifications are possible such 

as classification according to whom the planning is written for. Teaching planning is 

probably different if it is written for peers only or if it also includes consideration of 

the parents. It is different if it is written for curriculum developers who just present 

new ideas for curriculum. 

Potential Effect of Teaching Planning on Curriculum 

 According to the definition of curriculum given in the introduction, curriculum 

is the way knowledge is framed in the educational process. To “frame knowledge” by 

definition, means to bring knowledge to the level of theory--the level of talking about 

knowledge (Schwab, 1983). This way of bringing knowledge to education gives a 

primary role to the academic-scientific theories, because they contain the best and 

most advanced knowledge that exists. Teaching planning can influence the selection of 
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what knowledge content to frame and the manner in which the selected knowledge is 

framed.  

 It is difficult to think about the direction of the influence as going from 

teaching to curriculum because teaching appears to be the implementation (Synder, 

Bolin, & Zumwalt, 1992), or interpretation (Ben-Peretz, 1990), or even agent (Paris, 

1993) of curriculum. Professionals used to relate to a curriculum having finished the 

testing period as a complete, perfect product, not open to significant steps toward 

changes. Changes occur in different future curriculum (Pratt, 1994). However, 

technology today enables teachers to influence curriculum quickly and individually. 

For example, they can send input to a specific curriculum home-page on the Internet 

(Eby, 1998). In addition, as is explained later in this chapter, it might take the role of 

mediating between curriculum and teaching. 

 Questions remain such as: why should teachers be able to influence 

curriculum? In other words, what are the potential benefits of letting teaching planning 

influence curriculum which has already been framed and tested and appears to be a 

complete work?  

Three steps are chosen to answer this question. First, clarifying the role of 

curriculum as a link between theory and practice. Second, describing the potential 

influence of teaching planning on the curriculum as a link between theory and practice. 

Third, describing the potential influence of teaching planning on curriculum planning 

components. 
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Role of Curriculum as a Link Between Theory and Practice 

 Curriculum tries to implement the best knowledge of the subject matter, 

behavioral sciences, and educational theories, in a way that fits learners’ needs 

according to their age and learning abilities (Ben-Peretz & Tamir, 1986). Curriculum 

writing is often led by people in educational organizations who are familiar with 

theory and practices and try to connect between the theory-research world and the 

practical world of a classroom (Eden, 1980). When curriculum is used as mediation, it 

is an attempt by the education system to struggle with an inherent problem--the 

discrepancy between theory and practice. 

This section attempts to present the potential influence of teaching planning on 

curriculum. In order to explain this potential influence, advantages and limitations of 

curriculum as presenting theoretical knowledge are discussed. 

 There are meaningful advantages for using curriculum. Curriculum, by 

presenting theories, can bring the best and most advanced knowledge of society to the 

classroom. Curriculum presents the language of specific subjects and particular 

theories (Posner, 1992; Schubert, 1991; Tanner & Tanner, 1980; Unruh & Unruh, 

1984). For example, when curriculum deals with physics, it presents the language of 

scientific theory and research, enabling teachers to make physics more accessible to 

learners.  

 Curricula are constructed based on rational principles. Those principles enable 

the accumulation and organization of knowledge (Tyler, 1949). The rational process 

also brings the knowledge of the theory-research approach to the classroom. 
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Theoretical knowledge includes field research which tests hypotheses in the most 

accurate way. It uses rational thinking, a combination of induction and deduction, 

believed to be the best method of leading to truth and validity (Walker, 1991).  

Curriculum has tools to resolve the tension between theory and everyday life. 

For example, curriculum might take the theory of gravity and exemplify how it 

influences our everyday functioning on Earth. It might bring different theories of 

political science to compare with everyday life in the contemporary democracy. By 

resolving the tension, curriculum is supposed to help in understanding the 

development of human beings and in reaching a level of competency in a particular 

society. Curriculum has the potential to bridge gaps between theory and practice. 

 Nevertheless, curriculum has limitations in bridging between theoretical 

knowledge and actual teaching in the classroom. Schwab (1983) pointed out 

limitations of theory in bridging this gap.  

The first limitation is the inability to draw a theory which includes the whole 

educational phenomena. This is due to the size and complexity of the phenomena. 

Theorists often respond to a given curriculum as flawed, because it rarely follows new 

theories and research. In fact, curriculum has to take into account many theories from 

many disciplines in one organizational step. Curriculum incorporates theories from the 

subject matter, as well as theories about teaching, learning, classroom management, 

psychology, sociology, and other areas related to education. Usually, curriculum 

writers are specialists in one or two fields and believe in specific schools of thought in 

those fields. There is a risk that they will neglect other fields and other schools of 
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thought. When a group of interdisciplinary professionals write a curriculum, the 

combination of areas of knowledge might create a new specific theory which is narrow 

just as every single theory is distinct from the broad educational situation. For 

example, the combination of theories from cognitive development (Doise & Mugny, 

1984) with the contact theory of social psychology (Amir, 1976), creates a new unified 

theory: learning in cooperative small groups (Cannella, 1993). 

The second limitation is that theory deals with abstract, idealistic situations 

thereby ignoring uncommon, special qualities. Referring to practical education does 

not only relate to a particular unique child and particular unique teacher, but also 

relates to groups of learners and groups of teachers who are different in one way or 

another from what the theory states. Curriculum does not demand only tangible 

changes from teachers, such as organizing learners in a new format from frontal sitting 

to sitting in heterogeneous small groups, but also value changes which include 

emotions. For example, when students are in a frontal seating arrangement, the teacher 

might relate to them according to their academic achievement. On the other hand, 

when students are seated together in small groups, the teacher relates to them 

differently--as equal sources for teaching each other in the groups. In those cases, 

teachers are adults with existing worlds of values and fears; thus flexibility for change 

is limited, lengthy, and needs serious support. Another weakness of curriculum is that 

it does not succeed in conducting the teaching-learning process. It cannot relate to 

specific needs of learners in a specific classroom with a specific teacher and a specific 

environment and conditions. 
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The third limitation is that social and behavioral sciences have many theories 

which attempt to explain the same complex phenomena in different ways and from 

different perspectives. Therefore, the question is: how can decisions be made for 

practice? The fact is, in most cases curriculum implementation fails to take advantage 

of its potential (Ben-Peretz & Tamir, 1986). It is difficult for teachers to be adequately 

acquainted with theories presented in the curriculum, to be able to use its language and 

its rational reasoning in ways that accommodate learners’ needs and abilities. Teachers 

rarely struggle with fully interpreting the curriculum or with trying to find the best way 

to use curriculum for their learners. They either teach the curriculum as is, 

disregarding many of their learners’ needs, or they mostly ignore the curriculum and 

teach according to their learners’ needs (Ben Peretz & Tamir, 1986). 

 Bowers (1984) pointed out curriculum difficulties from another perspective. 

He saw curriculum as offering a socialization process, yet with an inherent problem. 

“The problem is to find the right balance between the potential of socialization to 

liberate and to bind” (p. 32). Curriculum is bound by the biased metaphors it uses, by 

taken for granted beliefs, and by introduction of new knowledge as objective and 

universally true. 

 There is another component to take into account when thinking about the 

relationship between curriculum and practice. Practice cannot change quickly. The 

constitutions and routine rules need to be stable and accept changes gradually. 

Furthermore, it is necessary that changes be planned and connected with the things that 

remain stable, in order for everyday life to remain continuous (Schwab, 1983). 
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From the arguments that have been raised, it seems clear that there is difficulty 

in cooperating between theories, curriculum, and practice because of differences in the 

character of each one, and because of the character of each passage between them. 

Potential Effect of Teaching Planning on the Link Between Theory and Practice 

 Teaching planning can be a central influence in the passage from theoretical 

knowledge to curriculum and from curriculum to practice. Schwab (1983) proposed 

using practical thinking to close the gap between theory and practice. He laid out three 

actions to accomplish this. First, determine the gap between theory and practice. 

Second, correct the curriculum in a way that closes that gap. Third, find ways to take 

into consideration aspects which cannot be considered by the theories. 

 Teaching planning is a way of practical thinking.  In long-range planning, 

teachers present their abstract thoughts--personal theories about teaching and learning 

in the context of the subject they teach. The teachers’ theories are a combination of 

personality, abstract knowledge and practical knowledge from life experience in 

general, and from teaching experience in particular. In short-range planning, teachers 

present their personal everyday practical solutions for any unique situation of their 

teaching. The mutual influence between short- and long-range planning enables 

teachers to go from their theories to their experiences in a systematic way, and to solve 

everyday conflicts when theory and practice do not come together.  

 The following case serves as an example of practical thinking through such 

conflict: Dana uses an essentially humanistic theory as a teacher. She believes that 
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teaching means giving special intimate attention to each individual in the classroom. In 

Dana’s past experience, she always found ways to maintain her humanistic approach 

with her learners. One day she is asked to switch schools and work with teenagers who 

have been rejected by other schools. Dana’s new class has 26 students. At the 

beginning of the year, it was like a Babylonian tower: Dana could not even begin to 

talk in front of the class and giving individual attention seemed completely beyond her 

capacity. The humanistic approach could not give Dana the support to handle the 

practical problem. 

 Looking at Dana’s case using Schwab’s (1983) actions of practical thinking, 

shows how teaching planning has the potential to evoke practical thinking. First, Dana 

could have determined the gap between theory and practice--she had a humanistic 

theory but also behavioral problems in the classroom. Second, Dana could have 

corrected the long-range planning in a way that would have closed that gap. She 

could have said, “I need to add behavioral tools so my class can establish rules and 

norms.” Third, Dana could have found strategies to take into consideration the aspects 

which cannot be considered by the theories. She could have established rules and 

norms that later on would enable her to give individual attention and maintain her 

humanistic approach. The two first actions is part of long-range planning. The last 

action is part of short-range planning.  

 If individual teachers use their particular unique plan--practical thinking--in 

addition to the abstract theory of curriculum, there are additional perspectives on 
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curriculum. Teaching planning can be used as an example for new directions and new 

ideas for implementing general abstract theory. 

 It is impossible to draw a theory which incorporates the entire educational 

phenomena. However, it might be possible to take a practical situation and draw 

practical ideas for a solution. The following example explains this further and refers to 

Dana’s case. Dana stands in front of a class with behavioral problems and needs 

control in order to begin teaching. Without teaching planning, she might simply 

spontaneously react to the behavioral problems. Yet, if she had used teaching 

planning, she could consult various theories to help her come up with the best solution 

for dealing with her class. Teaching planning brings suggestions for ways to combine 

the incorporated theories from the subject matter, teaching, learning, psychology, 

sociology etc. In practice, all those theories work as one unit, so the solutions teachers 

come up with include unique ways for combining them. In Dana’s case, for example, 

she could have considered: the subject most interesting to her students in order to 

motivate them, behavioral theory so she could have silence in the classroom, or ways 

to organize and group the learners so they could communicate with each other in the 

way she believes is best. Whatever her decisions for long-range planning are, they 

might need correction or re-thinking for more details. Dana might re-think for short-

range planning about specific problems she must face. For example, she still might 

have a couple of students whose behavior is problematic and she needs additional 

planning to meet their needs. The practical experience serves as feedback to the 
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teachers’ practical thoughts and the practical thoughts--teaching planning--serves as 

feedback to the curriculum theories. 

 Teaching planning supplements the curriculum by bringing ideas of how to 

take into consideration teachers’ values, personalities and fears. Those ideas might 

appear through direct declaration and through difficulties the planning has related to, 

when making decisions.  

Most of today’s curricula strive to link learners with society’s knowledge and 

do not relate to the teachers’ influences as meaningful for the planning. In reality, 

curriculum has to pass through the process of teacher mediation and filtering, 

otherwise curriculum will not be implemented. Teaching planning serves as a bridge 

between the curriculum content and values, and various teacher personalities, values 

and fears.  

 There is a constant gap between curriculum expectations and teachers’ work, 

that is considered inevitable. Some curriculum developers ignore and consequently 

increase the gap, some blame individual teachers for being unprofessional. Accepting 

teachers’ plans as part of the curriculum helps curriculum developers overcome their 

limitations and difficulties of writing curriculum and influences future curriculum 

writing.  

 Teaching planning also has the potential to struggle with the binds which are 

created by curriculum (Bowers, 1984). Teaching planning offers a variety of 

metaphors different from the original ones presented in curriculum. The existence of 

some teaching planning together with the main curriculum, helps see that taken for 
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granted beliefs do not necessarily reveal the whole picture. The message of having 

many plans is that there is no such thing as universally true, objective knowledge. 

 Curriculum that always changes due to teachers input, takes into consideration 

the practical knowledge of teaching and the uniqueness of teaching as meaningful 

components of curriculum. The urgency to change curriculum is related to what 

happens in the reality of teaching, and not only to policies or theories which do not 

have necessary commitment to the practice. The continuous changes of curriculum 

through teaching planning improves actual teaching without needing new compulsory 

outside curricula. 

 Schwab (1983) suggests accepting what is in practice now as the basis for 

further steps. For that, more data need to be collected and more needs to be learned 

about what is going on in classrooms as a phenomenon in itself. On the basis of 

knowledge about the classroom phenomena, gaps between theories and practice are 

learned, as well as reasons for these gaps. Schwab also suggests development of new 

methods of “practical theories” based on understanding the gaps between theories and 

practices. These practical theories analyze teaching-learning activities and make 

progress through development of the next steps. Schwab goes further to suggest that 

building work groups could include researchers from the relevant areas, as well as 

teachers. Those work groups would develop “practical theories” in consensus with 

each other. Teaching planning can be used as evidence of what is happening in the 

classroom--not objectively, not from other people’s eyes, but from the teachers who 

represent their way of thinking. Curriculum is meaningful for teachers because it 
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touches their thinking about their practical instructions and behaviors. Similarly, 

teaching planning influences curriculum by passing through the teachers’ thought 

processes.  

 Teaching planning serves as a common language between teachers and 

curriculum developers. Without teaching planning, teachers and curriculum 

developers speak two different languages--one being the language of practice, the 

other being the language of theory. The two languages are difficult to bridge because 

the language of practice uses specific, detailed everyday experiences while the 

language of theory uses abstract, general forms and has principle definitions. Teaching 

planning is the mediation language enabling teachers to present their general 

thinking, and allows curriculum developers to address practical problems. 

 To sum up, there are four aspects in which teaching planning influences 

curriculum. First, teaching planning influences curriculum by bringing examples, ideas 

for implementation, suggestions and alternative options from the practical teaching. 

Second, teaching planning influences curriculum by bringing into the curriculum the 

uniqueness and sensitivity of practical teaching as meaningful knowledge by itself. 

Third, teaching planning influences curriculum by connecting between real and ideal, 

bringing evidence of what really happens in the classroom and helping understand 

teachers’ boundaries and curriculum boundaries. Fourth, teaching planning influences 

curriculum by creating a common language between teachers and curriculum 

developers. 
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Potential Effect of Teaching Planning on Curriculum Planning Components 

 Many curriculum professionals who hold Tyler’s (1949) basic principles of 

curriculum and instruction, believe that any curriculum planning done by curriculum 

developers or teachers, shares the same process. The process includes: taking learners’ 

characteristics and needs into account, defining purposes of teaching, thinking of 

subject matter and teaching strategies, and defining ways to evaluate students’ 

learning. It is possible that those components are regular steps for any planning work 

in areas of chosen process for achieving certain products. The learners’ characteristics 

and needs are the data for considering what actions to choose. The purposes are the 

direction in which to go. The subject matter and strategies are the tools for achieving 

the purposes. The evaluation is for judging the achievement of the purposes (Pratt, 

1994).  

 Curriculum and teaching planning, despite both being planning of education 

which share the components of planning, need different levels of thought for different 

reasons and purposes (Table 1). Those differences lead to a different nature of the 

planning components. Table 7 presents the differences between planning components 

of curriculum planning and planning components of teaching planning.  

The difference in relating to learners is that curriculum planning takes data 

about learners from theory while teachers take data about learners from their direct 

experiences. There are several differences in relating to the purpose of learning. One 

being that the first concern of curriculum is society, while the first concern of teaching 

planning is learners. Another difference is that curriculum developers are aware of 
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global political issues, while teachers who plan are aware of their schools’ local 

political issues. A third difference is that curriculum planning starts with abstract aims 

and keeps an order of goals subordinate to aims and objectives subordinate to goals, 

while teaching planning compromises between abstract and practical.  

The differences in relating to the subject matter are that curriculum planning is 

based on cultural-theoretical knowledge, while teachers’ knowledge of the subject 

matter comes from their own practical experience. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7 

 

Comparison Between Components of Curriculum Planning and Teaching Planning 

 

 Differences 

  

Curriculum planning 

 

Teaching planning 

Planning components   

 

Learners’ needs  

and characteristics 

 

Information according to 

theories of child development 

and learning 

Information according to the 

teachers’ direct impressions 

 

 

Purposes of learning 

First concern is society 

 

Aware of global political 

issues 

 

Abstract unconnected aims, 

goals subordinate aims, 

objectives subordinate goals 

First concern is learner 

 

Aware of school’s political 

issues 

 

Goals and objectives are 

compromised between 

abstract aims and practice 

 

 

Subject matter 

Cultural knowledge based on 

theory 

 

Static--no feedback, 

Teachers’ knowledge based 

on practice 

 

Dynamic--learner feedback, 
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no changes 

 

Present knowledge as a linear 

collection of concepts and 

facts 

constant changes 

 

Present knowledge within 

dynamic human relationships 

 

 

Teaching strategies 

Come to bridge between the 

subject matter and the 

learners in a theoretical-

cultural mode 

 

Static--no feedback,  

no changes 

Meet with spontaneous 

relationship between the 

teachers and the learners 

 

 

Dynamic--learner feedback, 

constant changes 

 

 

Evaluation  

Reflect the subject matter’s 

knowledge that the learners 

are supposed to achieve 

 

Static--no feedback,  

no changes 

Reflect the learning process 

in the classroom 

 

 

Dynamic--feedback from 

learning lead to changes 

 

After formal publication, curriculum planning is static. After some years of no 

feedback and no change, there is a need to change curriculum because of new 

knowledge. Teachers, even if they are not aware of new academic knowledge, change 

the way they teach it because of their experiences with what learners absorb and what 

they reject. Curriculum by nature gives a rational presentation of the subject matter, 

while teachers as they respond to learners, present the subject matter in an a-rational 

way but as part of dynamic relationships between them and their learners.  

The differences in relating to teaching strategies are similar to the differences 

in the subject matter. While curriculum planning relates to a cultural-theoretical mode 

of bridging between subject matter and learners, teachers relate to strategies as tools 

for their dynamic relationships with their learners.  
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The difference in relating to the evaluation process is that curriculum planning 

reflects mainly on the subject matter and abstract expectations, while teaching 

planning reflects on the learning process. Again, curriculum planning is complete 

static work as is the evaluation offered by the curriculum, while teaching planning is a 

basis for change according to the feedback from the learners. 

Understanding those differences can explain how important teaching planning 

can be for curriculum. This section follows the differences in the planning components 

between teaching planning and curriculum and analyzes how teaching planning 

components may influence curriculum components.  

Learners’ characteristics and needs.  Child-centered curricula are not the only 

curricula that relate to learners’ needs. Many subject matter-centered curricula think 

about learners’ characteristics and needs. This is because subject matter must be 

related to learners, at least from the perspective of how to connect subject matter to 

learners in a meaningful way. 

 Curriculum does not relate to particular learners nor to particular classes. 

Curriculum presents generalization. Usually, curriculum brings lists of Piagetian 

developmental stages and/or lists of learning styles and/or lists of what skills and 

knowledge learners need in order to start learning the subject (Posner, 1992). Those 

lists do not have and could not have the following: a description of real learners, an 

idea about classmate relationships, knowledge of the social climate and culture of a 

particular class, or a glance of the teacher-learner relationships as individual to 

individual and as individual teachers to a group of individuals, etc. All those data are 
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critical for understanding the potential of learners to succeed in learning. Teaching 

planning done by individual teachers cannot give those kinds of information in a way 

that fits other classes, but it can bring the curriculum ways of thinking about learners’ 

characteristics and needs and how they are related to the subject to be learned. 

Teaching planning can bring to the curriculum, teachers’ unique difficulties with their 

learners. This information can call on teachers to pay attention to their specific 

problems in relating to learners. It also can offer boundaries for expectations about 

the teachers’ power to influence learners and more specifically, to influence their 

individual difficulties.  

Purpose of learning.  An aim is a statement of purpose of learning derived from 

the philosophy and belief of people who represent the society. Aims are usually 

represented in general abstract words. For example, the aims of education stated by the 

Educational Policies Commission--1944, taken from Ornstein & Hunkins (1993), are: 

All youth needed to develop skills and attitudes that enhance the 

following: 

1. Salable skills and those understandings and attitudes that make 

them intelligent and productive participants in economic life. 

2. Good health and physical fitness. 

3.  Understanding of the rights and duties of citizens of a democratic 

society, and those necessary to serve as members of the community 

and citizens of the state… (p. 211) 

 

 The difficulty starts when teachers are expected to “translate” those aims to 

actual teaching in the classroom. The traditional curriculum tool for this translation is 

to divide aims into goals and goals into objectives. Goals are the purposes of the 

teachers’ work but still in general words. The sum of the goals should theoretically, 
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provide the learners with an aim. Objectives are practical definitions of how to achieve 

goals. For example, one of the goals under the aim of “good health and physical 

fitness” can be: to accomplish the skill of doing a hand-stand. Objectives for this 

specific goal can be taken from a task analysis: learner transfers body weight to the 

hands, learner transfers the bottom beyond the base of the hands, learner swings the 

legs into the air keeping the bottom above the hands, learner stabilizes the shoulders 

and push the body up, learner is in a position opposite of standing: head is down and 

legs are up. 

 The example of aim-goals-objectives of curriculum emphasizes the phenomena 

that goals and objectives in curriculum are related mainly to the subject matter. It also 

presents the rational--abstract--subordination of objectives to goals and of goals to an 

aim. In addition, it is possible to see that in the “translation” from aim to goals and to 

objectives there are hidden beliefs, values, and philosophies. For example, choosing 

the hand-stand skill as part of health and fitness hides beliefs such as: sports skills 

have an important role in health maintenance, coordination needed for the hand-

standing is part of the fitness components, and learners will be motivated by the 

challenge of this skill. 

 Figure 18 illustrates the complexity of establishing purpose for learning in 

teachers’ work. To choose activities for actual teaching in the classroom, teachers not 

only consider subject matter, and aims-goals-objectives relationships but also learners’ 

data--abilities and motivation, limitations of the means and conditions, their own 

teaching abilities, and preferred strategies for teaching. 
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Teachers think about parts of this complex decision making process even when 

they do not engage in coherent organized teaching planning. When teachers engage in 

teaching planning, chances are they will have more perspective, be more sensitive to 

details, and look deeper into their teaching. By laying out the complexity, teaching 

planning can add new perspectives, sensitivity, and depth to the division of goal into 

objectives. For example, a teacher who plans can add to the objectives for hand-

standing: what is a good sequence to present the objectives for the class? Are all 

learners following this sequence? Are sub-steps needed for the learners? Is previous 

preparation needed for the learners? Is there a way to relate the new learning to other 

experiences with the class? How can the objectives be presented when there is only 

one floor mat for every four students? Does it make a difference if the teacher cannot 

demonstrate how to do the exercise? Teachers can challenge original beliefs of 

curriculum developers about the practical components. For example, does learning a 

hand-stand really motivate students? 

 

Aims 

 

Subject matter 

 

  Learners’    Goals     Choosing 

  data          strategies 
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       objective objective   objective  objective  Choosing 

activities 

 

 

 

 Teacher       Limitations: 

Abilities        means and 

            conditions 

    Actual teaching 

   in the classroom 

 

Figure 18. Complexity of establishing goals and objectives from aims. 

 

 

Subject matter.  The subject matter of curriculum is the academic theoretical 

knowledge of the content in the form of the best way to teach it. Often, curriculum 

developers take other factors into consideration, but the other factors are theoretical 

factors as well. If they think about the learners, they think, for example of a ten year 

old child according to Piaget’s developmental stages. Even constructivist curricula 

which do not deal with specific subject matter to achieve, but with a process to learn 

through, use theoretical understanding. The purpose of the process is their 

understanding of the subject matter and judgment of applications of this subject matter 

on the future of learners. Almost any factor, while thinking about subject matter to be 

considered by curriculum developers, is a decision of how to choose content and how 

to present it; it is not about whether there are other things more important than the 

subject matter at hand. 

 Teaching planning does not always focus on the academic subjects or process. 

The classroom dynamics have an enormous influence on the subject matter for 
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learning. Also, aspects other than the cognitive have a strong presence in the 

classroom. For example, part of the class has already learned the material while other 

parts are in different stages of learning. Another example is when one group of 

children rejects another group of children in the same class.  

 Teaching planning brings the educational perspective into thinking about the 

subject matter: what are the non-content subjects that teachers deal with? How much 

time is needed in the teachers’ eyes for those subjects? How can teachers decide what 

is more important and when?, etc. 

 Teaching strategies.  Not every curriculum includes explicit offers for 

strategies. Some curricula offer purpose and subject matter and leave strategies for 

teachers’ practical thinking. For those curricula, teaching planning is able to bring a 

new aspect of how to teach this specific program. 

 Some curricula have strategies for the level of presenting the subject matter. 

For example, an offer for individual worksheets might lead teachers to take the 

strategy of individual drills. In those kinds of curriculum, teaching planning offers 

feedback about whether the strategy works. Also, teaching planning offers awareness 

of the existing strategy and for alternatives that they might use. 

 Some curricula appear to have a clear presentation of the strategy. An example 

might be a curriculum that offers a way to teach math in cooperative groups, and give 

directions for the use of teachers. In those kinds of curriculum, teaching planning 

offers feedback not only about whether the strategy works, but also for questions of 

how it works? What changes are needed? What options exist?, and so on. 
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 Learning evaluation.  While the evaluation process offered in curriculum is 

traditionally about knowledge that learners are supposed to achieve from the subject 

matter point of view, the evaluation process of teaching planning reflects on the 

learning process in the classroom. To reflect on the learning process in the classroom, 

means to take into consideration the teachers’ perspective and strategies and the 

special experiences that learners had during the lessons. For example, if a teacher 

emphasizes the process of conducting a scientific experiment and neglects the content, 

it is valuable to develop an evaluation to test the process and not the content. If the 

option of learning the process of conducting experiments is part of the original 

curriculum, it will be valuable to add this evaluation process as an option in the 

curriculum. 

 The evaluation of learner achievements, whether they touch upon academic 

achievement or the learning process, is important for curriculum. Tyler (1949) sees 

this option as critically important for going back to the purposes and for changing the 

curriculum. Since curriculum is not developed directly by a particular teacher for his 

or her particular context, curriculum suffers from lack of feedback. Usually while 

developing curriculum, developers test the curriculum, but when the developing is 

done, it becomes a sort of Bible, containing “Holy” messages for the teachers.  

 Standardized tests are a kind of curriculum or a way to force a curriculum. The 

existence of these tests imply that curriculum developers do not trust the teachers’ 

ability to filter curriculum in a way that passes society’s knowledge to learners. In 



 

 

331 

  

addition, these tests seriously reduce “society’s knowledge” to subjects that can be 

tested easily, such as knowledge in mathematics. 

Teaching planning serves as a replacement for standardized tests by presenting 

the planned process and the learners’ achievements. Teaching planning is examined by 

curriculum developers who can give feedback to the teachers. Curriculum developers 

are able to be much more open to various aspects of society’s knowledge and by that 

give much more trust and room to the teachers in thinking about curriculum. 

 To summarize, teaching planning can serve as a link to each of the curriculum 

components. Teaching planning can influence the presentation of learners’ needs and 

characteristics in the curriculum by having the potential to: 

 bring the ways teachers’ think about learners, 

 bring data about particular learners, and 

 bring understanding of how learners are related to the subject to be learned.  

Teaching planning can influence the presentation of the purposes for learning 

curriculum by having the potential to: 

 bring the teachers’ understanding of the purposes, 

 relate the purposes to the level of real and existing learners, 

 relate the purposes to the level of practical conditions, and 

 bring the division of the goal into practical objectives. 

 Teaching planning can influence the presentation of subject matter by having 

the potential to: 
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 bring teachers’ understanding of the subject matter as well as teachers’ process 

of making decisions; 

 bring non-cognitive perspective, such as emotional and social dimensions, into 

thinking about subject matter; 

 allow classroom dynamics to influence subject matter; and 

 bring practical problems while implementing curriculum. 

Teaching planning can influence the presentation of teaching strategies by 

having the potential to: 

 bring teachers’ limitations in implementing strategies, 

 allow classroom dynamics to influence strategies, 

 bring practical problems while implementing curriculum, and 

 give teachers new ideas to add to the strategies or change them. 

Teaching planning can influence the presentation of learning evaluation by 

having the potential to: 

 bring reflection of the teaching-learning process in the classroom, and 

 overcome the limitations of standardized tests. 

 To summarize the potential of teaching planning, it is possible to say that 

teaching planning has the potential to improve teaching and enrich curriculum. 

Teaching planning can serve curriculum and teaching at the same time and by that, 

serves as a connective vertebra between them. Figure 19 is a summary of the influence 

of teaching planning on curriculum and on actual teaching. 
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     Curriculum           Teaching          

Policy and 

Planning 

 Teaching Planning  Actual teaching 

     

     

     

Bringing knowledge, 

sensitivity and evidence 

from classrooms to create 

a common language 

between teachers, 

curriculum, policy 

makers and developers 

   Improving the teaching-

learning process, teachers 

professional life and 

communication with 

others in the system 

 

Figure 19. Potential influence of the alternative concept of the link 

between curriculum and teaching. 

 

 

The main question of the next section is how to reach this potential. How can 

teaching planning be constructed as the main connective vertebra between curriculum 

and teaching in order to bring the potential into action? 

Principles of Constructing an Effective Link       

Between Curriculum and Actual Teaching 

 

 

 The potential of teaching planning to influence curriculum and actual teaching 

changes the relationships between the two concepts significantly: from curriculum as a 

mandate expected to be implemented by teachers in the current concept, to curriculum 

and teaching expected to be influenced by teaching planning in the alternative concept. 

 In order to gain an understanding of the changes in the relationships, it is 

valuable to present the principles of constructing the link between curriculum and 
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actual teaching. These principles take the definitions of teaching planning, actual 

teaching and curriculum as presented in Figure 17 and expand on them. 

The principles relate to teachers as the ones expected to plan the teaching and 

implement it in their actual teaching, and at the same time relate to other professionals 

who are responsible for the curriculum--policy makers and curriculum developers. The 

principles also relate to instructional supervisors who can work as mediators for both 

curriculum and teaching work. In addition, a major change such as this is expected to 

impact the way administrators function in the educational system.  

Due to time and space limitations, this study does not elaborate on the way 

principles of teaching planning relate to schools or district administrators. It is clear 

that without cooperation from administration allocating time, and other conditions that 

enable writing, the planning cannot happen. When teaching planning is hidden, there is 

no special time in teachers’ schedules for long-range or short-range planning. 

Scheduling teaching planning in the same way lessons, teacher meetings or parent-

teacher meetings are scheduled, helps to view it as an obvious part of teachers’ work. 

Nevertheless, this study relates in the principles of constructing the link to only the 

three cases of thought examination: curriculum policy, curriculum planning and 

instructional supervision. 

 The principles are divided into two types. One, expectations of an effective link 

between curriculum and teaching, and the other, actions in the link between 

curriculum and actual teaching 
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Expectations of an Effective Link Between Curriculum and Teaching 

 Decisions for change are based on initial expectation of change, in other words, 

having the expectation to change is a necessary condition for change to occur. For 

example, one needs to have the expectation that smoking is dangerous to the health in 

order to give up the pleasure of the habit to smoke. Teachers, policy makers, 

curriculum developers, and supervisors need to change their expectation toward the 

link between curriculum and teaching to be able to enact an effective link. They have 

to give up the current understanding of their role in this link and embrace alternative 

expectations. What follows is a look at the main expectations needed to adopt teaching 

planning as a central vertebra in the link between curriculum and teaching, and a short 

explanation of each expectation. 

 The first expectation is to view the link as a process of learning. It is self-

learning for teachers who learn from the process of planning using curriculum and 

from their own experience in actual teaching. Also, the expectation should be held of 

teaching planning as learning materials for others such as policy makers, curriculum 

developers and instructional supervisors. Being in the middle between curriculum and 

teaching, instructional supervisors are expected to help teachers and curriculum policy 

makers and developers gather data on each other and help both of them in the process 

of learning.  

 The association of teaching planning with learning has a critical role in creating 

different expectations for teachers to plan. In the current concept of the link, every step 

in the link is directed toward actual teaching in the classroom and comes to be part of 
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evaluating the teaching, and is most often done by policy makers, supervisors or other 

authorities. Creating a process of learning as an integral part of teaching and 

curriculum avoids the narrow comparison of what was planned with what was taught 

as the criterion for evaluating teachers’ work. Planning becomes the process of 

thinking for self-improvement. Teaching planning becomes a life-long learning 

process for teachers as the experiences of one year’s planning is the basis of thinking 

for the next year’s planning. 

 Curriculum policy makers and developers are not expected to use teaching 

planning to mandate what happens behind closed doors of the classroom, but to gain 

more understanding of teachers’ struggles and professional development in order to be 

able to support these struggles.  

The second expectation considers teaching planning as a key step in filtering 

curriculum policy and curriculum planning as a representation of society’s knowledge 

to the learners. The definition of teaching planning includes the process of filtering. 

Teachers are expected to think about their learners when they use policy and 

curriculum materials that represent society’s knowledge and intentions. The filtering 

expectation says that the expectations of teachers allow them the freedom to select 

from curriculum what they think will fit their teaching-learning process. The filtering 

process changes the expectation of teachers to implement curriculum as it is.  

This expectation leads curriculum policy and curriculum planning to find 

directions to represent their intentions in a way that enables teachers to filter. 

Instructional supervision is expected to help teachers by informing them about 
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curriculum intentions and options. This is a meaningful change from the expectation 

described in the analyses of absence. Oregon State policy that holds all the knowledge 

of what has to be learned in school and Visual Mathematics that does not give room 

for significant interpretation, are examples of how the current concept is varied. 

The third expectation is of having the vision of teaching planning as initiating 

interaction between curriculum and actual teaching. Teaching planning is expected not 

only to include the filtering process but also to start an interaction process. This 

involves teachers bringing questions, difficulties and successive experiences to 

curriculum policy makers and developers. At the same time, policy makers and 

developers bring answers and questions for teachers regarding policy on one hand, and 

planning done by teachers on the other hand. This dialogue serves not only to inform 

one side of what the other side struggles with, but is also expected to gradually change 

how each vertebra works as part of the link. Instructional supervision is expected to 

help maintain interaction between teaching planning and curriculum. 

 Figure 20 demonstrates options that include the professionals related to the 

link between curriculum and teaching. 

  

a.  teachers  curriculum developers 

  

b.  teachers  policy makers 

  

c.  teachers   instructional supervisors 
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   curriculum developers 

d. teachers  

    policy makers 

 

    instructional supervisors 

e. teachers 

    curriculum developers 

 

         curriculum developers 

f. teachers  instructional  

    supervisors 

 

            policy makers 

 

 

Figure 20. Options for interaction. 

 

 

 The expectations of viewing teaching planning as a filtering process and an 

initiator of interaction, replace the belief that the initiative for change is a top-down 

process with the belief that change comes gradually through continuous 

communication. 

 To sum up the three different expectations that are central for the alternative 

concept of the link, it is possible to say that learning, filtering, and interacting replace 

the expectation that views teaching as implementation of curriculum and curriculum as 

having the knowledge and power to mandate reform on teachers. The expectations that 

enable teaching planning to be effective include the understanding that policy makers, 
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curriculum developers, instructional supervisors, as well as teachers need to 

communicate and adjust to each other in order to bring about reforms.  

Figure 21 summarizes the expectations for constructing the relationships in the 

link between curriculum and teaching. The figure maintains the same schema as 

presented in Figures 17 and 19 to demonstrate the definitions and influences of the 

alternative concept. Curriculum includes policy and planning as one unit. Teaching 

includes two separate units: teaching planning and actual teaching. In addition, 

instructional supervision initiates mediation between curriculum and teaching 

planning. 
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Curriculum  Teaching 
       

Policy and Planning  Teaching Planning  Actual Teaching 
       

 Instructional Supervision   
    

Learning    
Curriculum policy makers and 

developers view teaching planning 

as materials for their learning.  

 

 

Supervisors view teaching planning 

and curriculum as materials for their 

learning. They are expected to help 

policy makers and developers and 

teachers in their process of learning. 

Teachers view teaching planning as 

a process of learning from 

curriculum and from their own 

experiences in actual teaching.  

Teachers view the experience in 

actual teaching as data for their 

learning. 

    

Filtering    
Curriculum policy makers and 

developers view curriculum 

materials as enabling teachers’ 

filtering process 

Supervisors are expected to help 

curriculum policy makers and 

developers while writing curriculum 

to enable teachers’ filtering process. 

Supervisors are expected to help 

teachers filter as they write their 

teaching planning. 

Teachers view teaching planning as 

a filtering process. 

Teachers view the experience in 

actual teaching as serving their 

filtering process. 

    

Interaction    
Curriculum policy makers and 

developers view curriculum 

materials as constant interaction 

with teachers. 

Supervisors are expected to 

maintain interaction between 

teaching planning and curriculum. 

Teachers view teaching planning as 

initiating and maintaining 

interaction. 

Teachers view actual teaching as 

essential data for their interaction 

with curriculum policy makers and 

developers. 

 

Figure 21. Expectations of the alternative concept of the link between curriculum and teaching.
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Actions in the Link Between Curriculum and Actual Teaching 

 With the proper expectation in mind, it is possible to think about the practical 

principles to activate an effective link between curriculum and actual teaching. As 

mentioned, teachers are the ones who lead the students to learn, filter and start 

interaction and they can achieve this through their teaching planning. However, it is 

not enough for teachers to change their actions of teaching. Curriculum policy makers 

and developers as well as instructional supervisors have to take different actions in 

order to make the link effective. This section deals with the expected actions of 

teachers, curriculum policy makers and developers, and instructional supervisors. 

Teachers’ Actions 

The principles to activate an effective link are based on the division of teaching 

planning into long-range and short-range with a cyclic link between them as presented 

in the definition of teaching planning and illustrated in Figure 10. 

The cycle of what teachers plan before the academic year, during the academic 

year, and what teachers actually do in the classroom, enables a great amount of 

learning for teachers. They are compelled to face the gap between their rational 

thinking and their responsiveness in the classroom. They need to re-examine their 

responses in the classroom and sometimes re-examine the rational thinking of their 

planning. Communication between teachers and curriculum policy makers and 

developers is also important, because teachers derive their planning from curriculum. 

This type of communication identifies the gaps and difficulties in the cycle that 
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teachers face when trying to elaborate upon the rational process of planning in actual 

teaching. 

Long-range planning.  Long-range planning includes five different stages: brief 

declaration of teachers’ beliefs, reasoned purposes for their planning, framework for 

documenting the planning, general ideas of how to work toward the purposes, and 

ideas of how to reflect on the processes of planning and actual teaching. 

A brief declaration of teachers’ beliefs accompany teachers from year to year 

and they update them according to their personal development. Declaration of 

teachers’ beliefs serves as an identification card. Formulating the beliefs as an explicit 

presentation that receives changes throughout teachers’ professional development is 

important for them, because it serves as a way to show the origin of their decisions.  

Declaration of teachers’ personal beliefs is important for curriculum policy 

makers and developers who communicate with teachers because it gives them 

important clues as to how they can influence teachers toward reform. For example, if a 

mathematics teacher believes that learning mathematics is to master one subject before 

going to the next one, it will be very difficult for him or her to use curriculum such as 

Visual Mathematics. Such a curriculum believes the best way to learn Mathematics is 

to bring ideas that “… resurface regularly in new contexts …,” that “… one never 

‘masters’ an idea …,” and that students “… learn the importance of continuously 

looking for new perspectives” (Foreman, 1996, p. 3). 

To select reasoned purposes for the planning is specific to particular teacher in 

a particular classroom. They can be any purpose or collection of purposes from the list 
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of teaching planning’s potential for teaching and curriculum or other purposes that 

seem important for teachers. They can serve as a basis for communication between 

teachers and other professionals related to their work. 

 Having a focus for the planning is critically important because of the endless 

events that could be considered most significant in a teacher’s learning, filtering, 

interaction, and actual teaching. This focus enables a reasonable amount of planning 

work for teachers and can serve as data for curriculum policy makers and curriculum 

developers as to what is troublesome to teachers.  

 The purpose of planning does not cover everything teachers do for their actual 

teaching. It relates only to the parts that teachers choose for their learning. In other 

areas of actual teaching, teachers can continue to plan and teach in the same way they 

are used to. The accumulation of purposes through the teaching years enables 

improvement of actual teaching. 

 Another stage is to choose a framework for presenting planning in a written 

form, in a way that fits the purposes of the planning and communication with others. 

Currently, there are work samples for framing a lesson that focus on goals and 

objectives. This focus, important as it is, does not specifically focus on teachers’ needs 

but in effect, forces teachers to implement mandated curriculum. In the alternative 

concept of the link, the framework for documenting the planning is different from one 

purpose to another. For example, if teachers want to use planning to focus on how to 

bring new teaching strategies into their classroom, the framework might be different 

from teachers using planning to communicate with specific curriculum developers on 
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specific content issues, or from teachers who decide to improve their communication 

with parents about what is learned in the classroom. 

 In this stage of long-range planning, it is important that teachers think of how 

they can use their planning to collaborate with others. Teachers are usually alone in 

their classroom experience and in their understanding of what happens in a particular 

classroom. However, reading a teacher’s plans can serve as a good start for thinking of 

how to collaborate with this teacher.  

Often the expectations in the current concept of the link are that teachers 

collaborate with peers on writing curriculum planning that will serve as unified 

curriculum; thus particular teachers might find themselves separated from their own 

planning. Teaching planning enhances collaboration with peers as well as with 

curriculum policy makers and curriculum developers in a way that focuses on the 

specific needs of particular teachers. 

 An additional stage is to decide about general ideas of how to work toward the 

purposes of the teaching planning. This step in long-range planning is the first step in 

a chain of decisions on how to fulfill the purposes. The long-range planning leads 

short-range decision making which includes practical decisions about how to fulfill the 

purposes when teachers make decisions in the classroom. In this way connections can 

be made between actual teaching and planning. 

It is important for teachers to communicate with curriculum policy makers and 

developers because it clarifies teachers’ intentions. For example, if Dana wants to use 

a new strategy for her teaching such as small cooperative groups, it is possible to learn 
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from her description about how the grouping takes place if she means homogeneous or 

heterogeneous small groups.  

This stage is also the first place in the planning where theory meets practical 

thinking and it is possible to find out the consistency or the gaps between the two. For 

example, if the reason for choosing small cooperative groups is to enhance social 

integration in the classroom, and Dana chooses homogeneous groups to reach this 

purpose, it is possible at this point to see the gap between the integration she wants to 

achieve and the segregation she creates in the classroom (Rich & Ben-Ari, 1994). 

 The last stage is to decide about ideas of how to reflect on the processes of 

planning and actual teaching. The main question of this part in long-range planning is, 

when will teachers be satisfied with their process of planning and with their 

implementation of the planning in actual teaching? Furthermore, it might help teachers 

see the boundaries of their practical actions compared to the original purpose of the 

planning. In this stage of writing, teachers can come back to the purpose of the 

planning and list its limitations. For example, if the original purpose was to learn to 

collaborate with peers on how to teach mathematics throughout the school years, 

teachers might think of specific mathematical aspects to examine and collaborate with. 

 This stage clarifies again for curriculum policy makers and developers how 

teachers see their purpose and what they think is possible for them to achieve.  

Short-range planning.  Short-range planning deals with teaching-learning 

issues, while trying to fulfill the purpose of the plan as formed in long-range planning. 

It is mostly for the teachers themselves, for their actual teaching. They have to keep in 
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mind that short-range planning is part of a chain of decisions and can help them to 

reflect on long-range planning as well as their actual teaching. However, it is the 

teachers’ decision whether they want to let outsiders such as supervisors, to be 

involved or help when it is needed. Teachers’ invitation to outsiders emerges from a 

specific difficulty they face, or if they want to demonstrate an idea, or even present 

teaching achievements. The reason for giving teachers the decision to invite outsiders 

to the classroom is to give teachers the freedom to organize the learning and react to 

their learners without outside pressure. 

Reflection.  Reflection is the re-examination of teaching actions--actual 

teaching as well as short-range teaching planning itself. Teachers use the ideas of their 

long-range planning as criteria for reflection. Teachers need to ask themselves how 

their short-range planning and then their actual teaching were successful in reaching 

the purpose formulated in their long-range planning. Teachers have opportunities to re-

examine their beliefs, to see if the framework is useful to them, and how they 

implemented their own ideas.  

This is the most important part for curriculum policy makers and developers to 

learn from because it brings them as close as possible to the actions and difficulties of 

actual teaching--to the field. 

Curriculum Policy Makers and Developers’ Actions 

 Curriculum policy makers and curriculum developers are both on the 

curriculum side of the link. Each of them presents a different level of mandating 
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curriculum. They need to take similar actions in the alternative concept of the link, 

each of them in its own decision level. Following are some principles for their actions 

in the link between curriculum and actual teaching.  

 Curriculum policy makers are expected to continue bringing society’s 

intentions to learners. Curriculum developers are expected to continue bringing 

professional knowledge in psychology and in the subject matter. Both not as mandated 

measurement or unchangeable curriculum plan, but as part of the interaction with 

teaching planning.  

Curriculum policy and curriculum planning in the alternative concept, look 

more like a recommendation that is constantly negotiated based on messages coming 

from teaching planning. This recommendation is a way to relate to teachers’ long-

range planning and includes four major sections: explaining the societal and 

theoretical source of the recommendation, presenting the recommended policy and 

curriculum plan, raising questions for teachers to examine through teaching planning 

and through actual teaching in the classrooms, and having a section on 

recommendations, comments and difficulties that were created from previous teaching 

planning.  

Explanation of the societal and theoretical sources of the recommendation has 

to be written clearly for teachers to understand and enable them to relate it to their 

beliefs. If theory and research underlie a particular policy or curriculum, it has to be 

explained and cited clearly so it can be open for study and discussion.  
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Presentation of the policy and curriculum plan also has to be clear with 

specific explanation for specific steps that are new to teachers and the public. The 

presentation should leave room for teachers to adapt it to their particular personality, 

conditions, and learners. 

Raising questions for teachers to examine through teaching planning and 

through actual teaching in the classrooms is an occasion for curriculum developers to 

direct teachers toward questions that bother them in the process of writing, and to 

encourage teachers to take curriculum questions to their teaching planning purpose. 

It is important to have a section on recommendations and difficulties developed 

through reflecting on teaching planning. As mentioned earlier, this could be a home-

page on the Internet open for teachers to send their planning with reflection and also to 

read other teachers planning and reflection. The two last sections are mainly concerned 

with how to gradually improve curriculum and prevent a situation common in the 

current concept, of changes for teachers coming in the form of revolutionary reform.  

Curriculum does not need direct exposure to teachers’ short-range planning. 

Feedback arrives from teachers’ reflection on their short-range planning, their actual 

teaching and from long-range planning. Teachers’ reflection is taken as reflection on 

the curriculum itself and is used to change curriculum. 

Instructional Supervisors’ Actions 

 Two practical questions still remain. One, how can policy makers and 

curriculum developers work with many individual teachers and guide them in 
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understanding actual teaching? Two, how can teachers maintain constant development 

when there seems to be no one to support their teaching planning and their 

communication with curriculum policy makers and developers? 

 This is the place where instructional supervisors receive their role in the 

alternative concept of the link. Instructional supervisors serve as the ones who initiate 

mediation between curriculum and teaching. They read the long-range planning and 

the reflection of teaching planning. If instructional supervisors identify difficulties, 

conflicts or absences in teachers’ work they can support them with their knowledge of 

policy and curriculum as well as their professionalism in guiding teachers.  

Supervisors also initiate mediation by bringing information from individual 

teachers to policy makers and developers of curriculum. Being acquainted with 

curriculum and with many processes of teaching planning, instructional supervisors 

are able to identify difficulties in curriculum that are a result of unrealistic 

expectations or of miscommunication between curriculum and teaching. Also, 

instructional supervisors might see new possibilities for curriculum emerging from 

teaching planning and could support policy makers and curriculum developers in 

changing their recommendations. 

The initiative of mediation is an ongoing process of development for teaching 

and curriculum over the years. This mediation starts when teachers are in their pre-

service stage and are concentrating mainly on learning theories to ground their 

professional thinking, while practice planning and actual teaching are only for 
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experiencing the teaching in a laboratory environment. The mediation can continue 

when teaching planning and actual teaching become the center of in-service teachers. 

Figure 22 summarizes the actions in the link between curriculum and actual 

teaching. Curriculum includes policy and planning as one unit. Teaching includes two 

separate units: teaching planning and actual teaching. Instructional supervision 

initiates mediation between curriculum and teaching planning. Figures 17, 19, 21, and 

22 together, describe the alternative concept of the link between curriculum and 

teaching. 

To conclude, these principles about changing expectations and about how to 

activate the planning are only a starting point for thinking practically on the alternative 

concept of the link. Better understanding of the process will come with experience 

with it. These principles do not deal with the content and values of teaching planning 

but with how to make teaching planning work best to form an effective link between 

curriculum and teaching and by that to enable reform to improve education.
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Curriculum  Teaching 
       

Policy and Planning  Teaching Planning  Actual Teaching 
       

 Instructional Supervision   
    

Long-range    
Explanation of how curriculum 

represents society’s intentions 

through: presenting curriculum, 

raising questions for teachers, and 

giving room for reflection on 

teachers’ recommendations and 

difficulties. 

Supervisors initiate mediation for 

curriculum and teaching through 

guidance, support, and reflection. 

Teaching planning includes brief 

declaration of teachers’ beliefs, 

reasoned purposes of the planning, 

framework for presenting long-and 

short-range planning, ideas on how 

to work toward the purposes, ideas 

on how to reflect on long- and 

short-range planning as well as on 

actual teaching. 

Previous experience serves as 

information for the planning. 

    

Short-range    
Not directly exposed 

 

Supervisors create basis for mutual 

trust between every teacher and his 

or her supervisor; thus teachers 

invite their supervisor when they 

need help or want to demonstrate 

ideas for the supervisor to learn. 

Teaching planning deals with 

concentrating on teaching-learning 

issues while trying to fulfill the 

purpose of long-range planning. 

Implementation of short-range 

planning. 

    

Reflection    
Use teacher’s reflection to reflect 

on and change curriculum 

Supervisors initiate mediation for 

curriculum and teaching through 

guidance, support, and reflection. 

Teaching planning reflects on actual 

teaching, short-range planning, and 

long-range planning. 

Serves as central information for 

reflection. 

 

Figure 22. Actions in the alternative concept of the link between curriculum and teaching.
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Examining the Effectiveness of the Alternative Concept--Conclusion 
 

 

 The question to ask in determining the effectiveness of the alternative concept 

is, are the difficulties resolved? The summary of the analysis of absence in Chapter 

VIII showed four main difficulties in the link between curriculum and teaching. Each 

of these difficulties is presented in each of the thought examinations--curriculum 

policy, Visual Mathematics, and instructional supervision. This chapter represents the 

alternative concept of the link. It is possible now to examine how each of the 

difficulties can be resolved in each thought examination.  

Resolve Misguided Expectations of Teachers 

 This difficulty can be resolved in the alternative concept of the link in that 

teachers themselves create their own expectations by deciding about the purpose of 

their teaching planning.  

Curriculum Policy 

 Teachers who follow the alternative concept are no longer implementors nor 

formulators. They are learners who are expected to improve their work gradually and 

continuously with the help of their teaching planning. Also, they are initiators of 

filtering and interaction processes. This is consistent with their position as the only 

ones who struggle directly with particular learners. Curriculum policy becomes a 

recommendation that has flexibility and is clear for teachers to understand which in 

turn, allows them to influence it. 
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Curriculum Planning  

 Curriculum developers who follow the alternative concept of the link no longer 

mandate curriculum, but are part of the interaction with teachers. The case of Visual 

Mathematics that dictates curriculum without giving a theoretical background most 

likely would not happen with teaching planning in effect. Curriculum developers can 

find ways to convince teachers of their ideas and to change themselves according to 

teachers’ needs.  

Instructional Supervision 

Instructional supervisors who follow the alternative concept of the link no 

longer work as opposing power forcing teachers to cope with a given curriculum 

policy and given curriculum plan. Instructional supervisors are mediators who present 

curriculum to teachers and teachers’ planning to curriculum and help in 

communicating between the two and in developing each of them.  

Resolve Messages of Distrust Sent to Teachers 

 This difficulty can be resolved in the alternative concept of the link because 

teachers receive a meaningful role in influencing policy and curriculum. Each 

individual teacher has the opportunity to construct a relationship of trust by doing 

teaching planning that has significant influence on curriculum and policy. 
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Curriculum Policy 

 Policy makers who follow the alternative concept of the link no longer mandate 

society’s intentions for particular learning achievement. The teachers themselves 

decide about what they are ready to learn and change. Policy makers who work 

according to the current concept, react to the fact that teachers can usually focus their 

work on limited expectations in a way that leads to minimal standards. In the 

alternative concept, there is still limited expectation each year for each teacher, but 

there is the opportunity that each year a new purpose will open options for meaningful 

development. 

Curriculum Planning 

 In the alternative concept of the link, information from theories in psychology 

of learning and theoretical knowledge of the subject matter are part of the information 

that teachers are expected to take into consideration. At the same time, curriculum 

developers have to use data from teachers’ experiences. Both parties--curriculum 

developers as well as teachers--have to think of how to influence the other party so 

each party can do a more effective job and maintain dialogue with the other. Again, the 

case of Visual Mathematics in which distrust of teachers is seen in the word for word 

instructions, with limited encouragement for teachers to make their own decisions, 

would probably not occur with the alternative concept of the link. 
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Instructional Supervision 

 The alternative concept of the link completely changes the role of supervisors 

from inspectors who mandate curriculum and organize rules, to becoming mediators 

between teaching and curriculum. The new role includes a trust of teachers while 

taking teaching planning to curriculum for consideration. 

Resolve Lack of Meaningful Dialogue with Teachers 

 This difficulty is resolved directly in the alternative concept of the link by 

offering teaching planning that serves as a starting point for a process of interaction 

between curriculum and teaching. 

Curriculum Policy 

This phase of the alternative concept of the link does not mandate policy for 

teachers, but is expected to take information from teaching planning that comes 

through teacher interaction with curriculum planning and tries to direct teaching 

toward society’s intentions.  

Curriculum Planning 

 This phase of the alternative concept of the link does not mandate curriculum 

planning on teachers, but is expected to take information from teaching planning and 

integrate it with society’s intentions that come from policy. 
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Instructional Supervision 

This phase of the alternative concept of the link does not force policy and 

curriculum planning on teachers and does not know more than teachers themselves 

about what is good for them, but is expected to mediate as an outside force, to create 

interaction between teaching and curriculum. 

Resolve Tension Between Society and Learners 

 This tension can be resolved because learners and individual teachers who 

bring information about their teaching-learning process, become part of the 

consideration of curriculum policy makers and developers. The idea here is that 

experiences in the classroom become integral part of society’s intentions because what 

happens in the classroom is a microcosm of society. 

Curriculum Policy  

 This phase of the alternative concept of the link does not only consider 

society’s intentions in general, but absorbs the policy data from teachers about learners 

and about the teaching-learning process.  

Curriculum Planning  

 This phase of the alternative concept of the link does not view it as enough to 

trust theories of learning and subject matter, and fit them with policies, but rather 

integrates up to date data from teachers about how they struggle with their particular 

classrooms.  
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Instructional Supervision  

 This phase of the alternative concept of the link does not continue to put 

pressure on teachers to conform to policies and curriculum planning, but is expected to 

lead the perspective of classroom experience to be part of the information policy 

makers and curriculum developers have when they serve as society representatives.  

 To conclude, it seems that the alternative concept of the link between 

curriculum and teaching can resolve the four difficulties created by the absence of 

teaching planning.  

Becoming familiar with the principles of constructing an effective link between 

curriculum and teaching, the question remains: is reform possible in the alternative 

concept of the link? It seems that reform is possible but not as a top-down process. It 

would not be a one time push to reform as it seems to happen in the current concept of 

the link. It would not be mandated by policy makers. Curriculum developers would not 

write a one-time curriculum. Changes would happen slowly according to teachers’ 

ability to absorb the changes and make them work in their particular classrooms.  

 The power that encourages reform is the shared responsibility of every 

educator in the link, so every professional in the link can initiate change. However, 

teaching planning needs to be an integral part to ensure that the changes are positive 

and that there are practical ways to making them work. 

 In order to understand how the alternative concept works in practice, field 

research needs to be conducted. Yet, one thing is clear from the conceptual analysis of 

the link: whatever difficulties might emerge, the strong connection and inter-
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dependence between curriculum and teaching, open opportunities to solve them and 

would not leave conflicts between curriculum and teaching unresolved.  



 

 

 

CHAPTER X 

 

SUMMARY AND APPLICATIONS  

 

 This theoretical study maintains relationships between theory and practical 

thinking. This chapter presents those relationships in its summary of the study and then 

offers possible practical applications. 

Connection Between Theory and Practical Thinking 

 

 

In Chapter I, an analogy was made of changing a conception in order to gain a 

better understanding of the universe. Yet, when relating this analogy to education, it is 

useful to mention that there are meaningful differences between physical science and a 

scientific approach to education. Thinking about the physical world, scientists try to 

understand the outside world beyond their day-to-day common sense. More than that, 

“doing science requires a conscious awareness of the pitfalls of ‘natural’ thinking. For 

common sense is prone to error when applied to conflicts requiring rigorous and 

quantitative thinking; lay theories are highly unreliable” (Wolpert, 1992, p. xii).  

Education is different from physical science in that it is the creation and 

reflection of human thoughts and practices. Education can be developed when 

theorizing about and practicing work in synergy; thus practice drives the thinking 

about education and thinking presses the practice forward.  
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The current concept of the link between curriculum and teaching has two 

separate theoretical developments of curriculum and teaching with a discrepancy 

between them. This separation of curriculum and teaching, while helping to reduce the 

complexity of curriculum and teaching, leads to a misguided understanding of the link 

between them. Policy makers write mandated evaluation measurements and 

curriculum plans while ignoring other forces that influence teaching. Curriculum 

developers plan curriculum without considering teachers as essential mediators. 

Instructional supervisors believe that they can be authorities unconnected to day-to-day 

teaching and usually unconnected to the process of developing curriculum, and still 

bring meaningful assistance to the quality of actual teaching in the classrooms. As a 

consequence, the current concept of the link leads to a reduction of the practice of 

education, and to difficulties for curriculum to effectively influence teaching and bring 

about reform.  

It is through these practices that the reduction becomes so usual that inaccurate 

concepts are maintained. The analysis of absence gives an example of this. As a 

consequence of the misguided understanding of the link, teaching planning received a 

reduced, even hidden, role in the practice of education. The misguided understanding 

brings difficulties: misguided expectations of teachers, messages of distrust sent to 

teachers, lack of meaningful dialogue with teachers, and unresolved tension between 

society and learners. No wonder there is a lack of integrity in practice that rarely sees 

reforms in education occurring at the teaching level. It is through practice, as described 

in the three examinations of thought, that the inaccurate concepts are maintained. 
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The alternative concept is an attempt to offer a remedy for the current 

ineffective link between curriculum and teaching. The alternative concept adds a 

vertebra: teaching planning. This vertebra stands between curriculum and actual 

teaching and opens the potential to positively influence curriculum and actual 

teaching.  

In order to be able to fulfill the potential of the alternative concept, some 

changes need to occur in curriculum, instructional supervision, and teaching. 

Curriculum has to change from being a static mandate, to a dynamic recommendation 

that changes gradually and continually. Instructional supervision has to change from 

being authority that manages or guides teachers, to being mediation that guides 

teachers and curriculum policy makers and developers. Teaching has to change from 

emphasizing actual teaching in the classroom to emphasizing the connection between 

teachers’ own planning and their actual teaching in the classroom.  

Can the alternative concept of the link work as expected? At this point, it is 

only an assumption that needs to be tried out in practice. 

Practical Applications 

 

 

The introduction began with a description of how I became acquainted with the 

difficulty of the link and trying to search for practical solutions on how to plan and 

educate teachers to plan.  
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This theoretical study showed that these questions are not only challenges for 

teachers, but challenges for other professionals in education, such as policy makers, 

curriculum developers, and instructional supervisors, as well. 

Teachers receive their professional education in two different stages: pre-

service study and during their work as in-service teachers. Much of the in-service 

teachers’ ability to learn during their professional life depends on the way they learn 

through their pre-service education (Barone, et al., 1996). Much of the pre-service 

theoretical learning depends on their first experiences during teaching practice with 

real school classes (Elliot, 1993). These dependencies lead to thinking that it is 

impossible to start teachers’ education in only one of the two stages. It is necessary to 

work in both of them simultaneously and with mutual collaboration (Clift & Say, 

1988). 

 It is my belief that there is a need for an educational institution that would 

serve as the starting ground for change and for developing ways to implement teaching 

planning. It would be a place where in-service and pre-service teachers meet to enable 

mutual collaboration. It would be a place where different professionals of education 

would come to learn together about their roles in teaching planning. It would be a 

place for documentation and collection of materials that would make planning easier 

and more effective. It would be a place to conduct research on the processes of 

planning and communicating through planning. This place might be called The Center 

for Teaching Planning. 
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 In a center such as this, it is important that all professionals of education be 

involved with each other in learning and assisting others to learn. Included are: policy 

makers who work on educational policy in general and curriculum policy in particular, 

instructional supervisors, school principals, other administrators who decide on 

frameworks for educational processes, teacher educators, and most important, 

classroom teachers.  

It is valuable to speculate on ideas of how a center like this should work and to 

bring examples of what kinds of activities can take place in this center, in order to give 

a sense of its large possibilities. Two different dimensions of The Center are discussed 

as follows. One, a starting ground for change, and the other, daily activities.  

Starting Ground for Change 

At this point, based on the current concept of the link between curriculum and 

teaching, planning seems to be a difficult task for teachers. They view it as additional 

work that does not serve their needs, but serves others such as administrators and 

supervisors. They view planning as something outside their mainstream work, usually 

focusing on the teaching activity in the classroom. They also view it as demanding 

new and different skills of rational thinking about planning, dissimilar to regular 

teaching skills, which mostly have the nature of responsive behavior. Those are the 

main reasons why teachers rarely “waste” time on planning their work and why 

planning has remained an assumed understanding and did not become an actual 

practice of teaching.  
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 The first mission of The Center for Teaching Planning would be to overcome 

the influence of the current concept and to build, with a group of professionals from all 

areas of education, a practical understanding of how to start the process of teaching 

planning as an alternative concept of the link. This group might re-think how to make 

planning relevant and central for teaching work, how to change the expectations of 

teachers, though in the alternative concept they have a central role in leading 

curriculum and teaching. This would not be “the way” to plan, but the beginning of 

future development. 

 As a direct continuation of this first discussion, a framework would develop of 

how to start the process and what the role is of each professional. Two projects might 

help in this development. One would include teacher educators, their pre-service 

teachers and cooperating classroom teachers--mentors who work with the same 

students. This project would concentrate on how to teach teaching planning. The other 

project would include instructional supervisors, teachers under their supervision, and 

curriculum developers whose curriculum planning is used by these teachers. This 

project would concentrate on how to plan and interact with each other using teaching 

planning. 

Project One 

Teacher educators stand between theories of the academic world--the main 

source of their theoretical understanding--and the field of teaching--the main source of 

their students’ practice. Today, teacher educators’ work cannot succeed in structuring 
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pre-service teachers’ understanding of the links between teaching and curriculum 

because of such conflicts as weighing their understanding of the teachers’ need to plan 

their work versus the fact that teachers in schools do not plan in the same way; how to 

teach curriculum as something to implement--obey--or only as something to consider 

among other factors; and why to use various teaching strategies when curriculum 

policy requires teachers to conform to achieving high academic standards, which 

usually leads to teaching in one strategy that best fits this purpose. 

 The first stage of this project would start with a group of teacher educators and 

a group of cooperating teachers. Teacher educators would primarily contribute their 

experience in educating teachers. Classroom teachers would primarily contribute their 

experience with school learners and both groups would contribute their theoretical 

knowledge. They would come to an agreement on ways for teachers to plan and 

document the planning. Then cooperating teachers would try out the planning and 

improve it so it supports their teaching. This step comes to ensure that when pre-

service teachers arrive in a classroom, they would meet with cooperating teachers who 

have experience planning and know the benefit of it.  

This process of trying and improving would be done through collaboration of 

teacher educators with cooperating teachers. This collaboration would enable teacher 

educators to support cooperating teachers as well as enhance their own learning by 

sharing long-range and everyday short-range planning. Everyday communication can 

be done via e-mail, but it seems necessary that both professionals meet in person to 

share thoughts and difficulties. It is possible that cooperating teachers would invite 
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teacher educators to their classroom to share their reasoning behind one solution or 

another. 

 After cooperating teachers and teacher educators establish a good level of 

communication and agreement on teaching planning, they can add pre-service teachers 

to the process. Pre-service teachers would learn to plan while getting a theoretical 

background to thinking about teaching planning from their teacher educator, and 

practical knowledge about the particular class and particular planning from the 

cooperating teachers. When it comes to short-range planning, pre-service teachers can 

send e-mail with their planning and can have direct support from the particular 

classroom teacher and from the particular teacher educator about how to plan in a way 

that serves actual teaching and still keep connections with curriculum. After actual 

teaching, pre-service teachers can write back to reflect their learning process. Face to 

face meetings with the three parties would be based on the written process and could 

help in recognizing difficulties within the communication or in understanding specific 

questions. 

Project Two 

In the alternative concept, there are relationships of inter-dependence among 

professionals who work for curriculum, instructional supervisors, and teachers. This is 

why it is impossible to change only one of these factors at a time. Changes need to be 

made concurrently in all of these factors. This project on how to plan and interact 
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using teaching planning, would use a cross section of all professionals who have a 

place in the link between curriculum and teaching.  

The first stage of this project might start with learning about the difficulties to 

reform teaching through curriculum, or in the language of this dissertation, how 

teaching planning when it is hidden brings about problems in education. It might 

continue by structuring a common concept for teaching, curriculum and teaching 

planning and by looking for ways of planning the teaching and establishing lines of 

communication among the professionals involved in this project. 

 The second stage would be preparation for taking actions. Participants would 

offer ideas on how their own roles need to change to work in the alternative concept of 

the link. Then, they would examine how the different changes can be pieced together. 

It might happen during this examination, that the first way of changing roles would 

change again so as to meet each other’s needs. The group would decide on criteria for 

success. For example, teachers would write teaching planning that fits their actual 

teaching and at the same time is clear enough for curriculum policy makers and 

developers to come with questions, comments and ideas that could add to the next 

teaching planning. 

The third stage would involve trying out the ideas and the different roles. This 

step would include on-going interaction among the group members via e-mail and face 

to face meetings.  
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The fourth stage would be to have recommendations for the future and to re-

evaluate the alternative concept of the link. Throughout the four stages, research would 

be conducted to examine difficulties and solutions. 

Daily Activities 

The Center for Teaching Planning would obtain examples of planning and of 

interacting using planning. It is possible to add analysis of the planning by answering 

questions such as: what are the most common purposes teachers choose for their 

planning? How does teaching planning relate to curriculum? What are the difficulties 

in interacting? etc.  

 After a period of establishing the basic knowledge of how teaching planing can 

work for curriculum and for actual teaching, The Center might help activate teaching 

planning for all the possibilities mentioned in Chapter IX under the potential effect of 

teaching planning on teaching and curriculum. It might provide software to help 

teachers choose the purpose of their planning. The software could help teachers 

document their planning in a way that fits their chosen purpose as well as 

communicate with other professionals to adjust their expectations, curricula, and 

policies to the new process of teaching planning. 

 The Center could be a place where veteran teachers can support novice and 

pre-service teachers through the knowledge gained over years of experience. Veteran 

support could also occur through demonstrating their way of thinking when they plan, 
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and by using the teaching planning of new-comers to follow the way they perceive and 

implement their own perception. 

 The Center could be a place for curriculum developers to learn how teachers 

think while planning. It would be a place where curriculum planning could receive 

feedback from teachers through their teaching planning. It could be the place to re-

think ways of writing curriculum. Re-thinking is needed in a situation of teachers 

being expected to plan and relate to their work as a process of filtering and not as a 

process of direct implementation. It also could be a place where alternative lines of 

communication open between curriculum and teacher, and curriculum and other 

professionals. For example, curriculum developers with policy makers have to think 

about ways to interact.  

 The Center could be a place for policy makers to learn how teachers think 

while planning and how curriculum developers have to change their way of thinking 

and writing curricula. The Center could aid by being a place where policy makers 

receive feedback from teachers through their teaching planning. It could be the place 

where re-thinking ways of writing meaningful policy can be developed. Again, re-

thinking is needed in a situation of teachers being expected to plan and relate to their 

work as a process of filtering and not as a process of direct implementation of policy. 

 In the future, centers for teaching planning might be workplaces run by 

instructional supervisors because this would be the place where communication 

between curriculum and teaching takes place. In these centers, supervisors’ work could 
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be developed in a way that is meaningful for teaching planning, for curriculum and for 

the relationships between them. 

To conclude, this is only the beginning stage of a work in progress. There is a 

long road from today’s practice that implements the current concept of the link 

between curriculum and teaching to the practice of the alternative concept of this link. 
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